6560- 50-P
ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
40 CFR Part 63
[ CAR 2002- 0039; FRL- ]
RI'N 2060- AJ02

Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants:
Taconite Iron Ore Processing

AGENCY: Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION:  Final rule.
SUMMVARY: This action pronul gates national enission
standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for
taconite iron ore processing facilities. The final
standards establish em ssion limtations for hazardous
air pollutants (HAP) emtted from new and exi sting ore
crushing and handling operations, ore dryers, indurating
furnaces, and finished pellet handling operations. The
final standards will inplenment section 112(d) of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) by requiring all major sources to
meet HAP em ssion standards reflecting application of the
maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT).

The HAP emtted by taconite iron ore processing
facilities include nmetal conpounds (such as nmanganese,
arsenic, lead, nickel, chromum and mercury), products

of inconplete combustion (including formal dehyde), and



2
t he acid gases hydrogen chloride (HC) and hydrogen
fluoride (HF). Exposure to these substances has been
denonstrated to cause adverse health effects, including
chronic and acute disorders of the blood, heart, kidneys,
reproductive system respiratory system and centra
nervous system Some of these substances are considered
carci nogens. However, it should be noted that the extent
and degree to which the health effects may be experienced
depend on:

e Pollutant-specific characteristics (e.qg.,
toxicity, half-life in the environnment, bioaccunul ati on,
and persistence);

« The anbient concentrations observed in the area
(e.g., as influenced by em ssion rates, neteorological
conditions, and terrain);

e The frequency and duration of exposures; and

e Characteristics of exposed individuals (e.qg.,
genetics, age, pre-existing health conditions, and
lifestyle), which vary significantly within the general
popul ati on.

EFFECTI VE DATE: [ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

ADDRESSES: Docket. The official public docket is the
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collection of materials used in developing the final rule
and is available for public viewing at the EPA Docket
Center (EPA/DC), EPA West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution
Ave., NW Washi ngton, DC 20460.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Conrad Chin, Metals
Group (C439-02), Eni ssion Standards Division, U S. EPA,
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711, tel ephone nunber (919)
541- 1512, electronic mail (e-nmail) address,

chin. conrad@pa. gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:

Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Cat egory NAI CS code!? Exanpl e of regul at ed
entities
| ndustry 21221 Taconite Iron Oe

Processing Facilities
[taconite ore crushing
and handl i ng

oper ations, indurating
furnaces, finished
pel |l et handling
operati ons, and ore

dryers].
Federal gover nnent Not affected.
State/local/tribal Not affected.

gover nment
—

! North American Industry Classification System

This table is not i ntended to be exhaustive, but

rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
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likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.9581 of
the final rule. |If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult the person listed in the precedi ng FOR FURTHER

| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Docket. The EPA has established an official public
docket for this action including both Docket I D No. OAR-
2002- 0039 and Docket 1D No. A-2001-14. The offici al
public docket consists of the docunents specifically
referenced in this action, any public coments received,
and other information related to this action. All itens
may not be |isted under both docket nunbers, so
interested parties should inspect both docket nunbers to
ensure that they have received all materials relevant to
the final rule. Although a part of the official docket,
t he public docket does not include Confidential Business
I nformation or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. The official public docket is
avai l abl e for public view ng at the EPA Docket Center
(Air Docket), EPA West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution

Ave., NW Washington, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
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Readi ng Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p. m, Mnday
t hrough Friday, excluding |egal holidays. The telephone
nunber for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the
t el ephone nunmber for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

El ectronic Docket Access. You may access the final rule

el ectronically through the EPA Internet under the

"Federal Register"™ l|listings at

http://ww. epa. gov/fedrgstr/.

An el ectronic version of the public docket is
avai | abl e through EPA s el ectronic public docket and
comment system EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets at

http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to view public conments,

access the index listing of the contents of the official
public docket, and to access those docunents in the
public docket that are available electronically. Once in
the system select "search,” then key in the appropriate
docket identification nunber. Although not all docket
mat eri als may be avail able electronically, you may still
access any of the publicly avail able docket materials

t hrough the docket facility in the above paragraph
entitled "Docket."

Worl dwi de Web (WAA. In addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of the final rule wl
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al so be avail able on the WAW t hrough the Technol ogy
Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng signature, a copy of
the final rule will be placed on the TTN s policy and
gui dance page for newly proposed or promnul gated rul es at

http://wwv. epa.gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provides

information and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the
TTN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Judi ci al Revi ew. This action constitutes final

adm ni strative action on the proposed NESHAP for taconite
iron ore processing facilities (67 FR 77562, Decenber 18,
2002). Under CAA section 307(b)(1), judicial review of
the final rule is available only by filing a petition for
reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .
Under CAA section 307(b)(2), the requirenents that are
the subject of this docunent may not be chall enged | ater
in civil or crimnal proceedings brought by the EPA to
enf orce these requirenents.

Qutline. The information presented in this preanble is
organi zed as foll ows:

l. Backgr ound
1. Summary of Final Rule
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VWho must conply with the final rule?
VWhat are the affected sources and em ssion points?
What are the em ssion |imtations?
VWhat are the operation and mai ntenance requirenents?
What are the general conpliance requirenments?
What are the initial conpliance requirenments?
What are the continuous conpliance requirenments?
VWhat are the notification, recordkeepi ng, and
reporting requirenents?
What are the conpliance deadlines?

Sunmary of Responses to Major Coments
How did we revise the cost estinmates and econom c
anal ysi s?
How did we revise the performance testing
requi renents?
How did we revise the em ssion limtations?
How did we revise the continuous conpliance
requi rement s?
How did we revise the baseline enm ssions?
How did we sel ect the pollutants?
Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s
What are the air em ssion inpacts?
VWhat are the cost inpacts?
What are the econom c i npacts?
What are the non-air health, environmental and
energy inpacts?
Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Pl anni ng and
Revi ew
Paperwor k Reducti on Act
Regul atory Flexibility Act
Unf unded Mandat es Ref orm Act
Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nati on
with Indian Tribal Governnents
Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environmental Health & Safety Risks
Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use
Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act
Congressi onal Revi ew Act

Backgr ound

Section 112(d) of the CAA requires us (the EPA) to
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establish national em ssion standards for all categories
and subcategories of major sources of HAP and for area
sources |listed for regulation under section 112(c).
Maj or sources are those that emt or have the potenti al
to emt at |east 10 tons per year (tpy) of any single HAP
or at least 25 tpy of any conbi nation of HAP. Area
sources are stationary sources of HAP that are not mmjor
sources. Additional information on the NESHAP
devel opnent process can be found in the preanble to the
proposed rule (67 FR 77562).

We received a total of 29 comment letters on the
proposed NESHAP from i ndustry, State agencies, Federal
agenci es, environnental groups, and private citizens. W
offered to provide interested individuals the opportunity
for oral presentations of data, views, or argunents
concerning the proposed rule, but a public hearing was
not requested.

Today’s final rule reflects our full consideration
of all the coments we received. Mjor public comments
on the proposed rule along with our responses to these
coments are summarized in section |11 of this docunment.
A detailed response to all the comments is included in

t he Background I nformation Docunent (BID) for the
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pronmul gat ed standards (Docket I D No. OAR-2002-0039).

1. Summary of Final Rule

A, Wio nust comply with the final rule?

Each owner or operator of an affected source at a
taconite iron ore processing plant that is (or is part
of) a mmj or source of HAP em ssions nmust conply with the
final rule. A taconite iron ore processing plant is a
maj or source of HAP if it emts or has the potential to
emt any single HAP at a rate of 10 tons or nore per year
or any conbination of HAP at a rate of 25 tons or nore
per year.

B. What are the affected sources and em ssion points?

The affected sources are each new or existing ore
crushing and handl i ng operation, ore dryer, indurating
furnace, and finished pellet handling operation at a
taconite iron ore processing facility that is (or is part
of) a mpj or source of HAP em ssions. Em ssion
limtations apply to each ore crushing and handling
operation, each ore dryer, each indurating furnace, and
each finished pellet handling operation. These
processes, as well as their em ssions and controls, are
described in the preanble to the proposed rule (67 FR

77564- 77566) .
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C. VWhat are the em ssion limtations?

The final rule includes particulate matter (PM
emssion limts, operating limts for control devices,
and work practice standards. Particulate matter
em ssions serve as a surrogate neasure of HAP em ssions.

Ore Crushing and Handling

The PM em ssions |limts for ore crushing and
handling are 0.008 grains per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) for existing sources and 0.005 gr/dscf for new
sources. Conpliance with the PMeni ssions limts for ore
crushing and handling is determ ned based on the flow-
wei ght ed nmean concentration of em ssions for all ore
crushing and handling units at the plant.

O e Dryers

The PM em ssion limts for each individual ore dryer
are 0.052 gr/dscf for existing dryers and 0.025 gr/dscf
for new dryers. Oe dryers with nultiple stacks
calculate their PM em ssions as a fl ow wei ghted nmean
concentration of PMem ssions from all stacks.

| ndur ati ng Furnaces

For each straight grate indurating furnace
processi ng magnetite, the PMem ssions |imts are 0.01

gr/dscf for existing straight grate furnaces and 0. 006
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gr/dscf for new straight grate furnaces. For each grate
kil n indurating furnace processing magnetite, the PM
emssions limts are 0.01 gr/dscf for existing grate kiln
furnaces and 0.006 gr/dscf for new grate kiln furnaces.
For each grate kiln indurating furnace processing
hematite, the PMem ssions limts are 0.03 gr/dscf for
existing grate kiln furnaces and 0.018 gr/dscf for new
grate kiln furnaces. Indurating furnaces with nultiple
stacks calculate their PM em ssions as a fl ow wei ghted
mean concentration of PM em ssions fromall stacks.

Fi ni shed Pell et Handli ng

The PMem ssions limts for finished pellet handling
operations are 0.008 gr/dscf for existing sources and
0. 005 gr/dscf for new sources. Conpliance with the PM
emssions limts for finished pellet handling is
det erm ned based on the fl ow wei ghted nmean concentration
of PMem ssions for all pellet handling units at the
pl ant .

Operating Limts

For bag | eak detection systens, we require that
corrective actions be initiated within 1 hour of a bag
| eak detection systemalarm For dynam c wet scrubbers,

the daily average scrubber water flow rate and either the
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daily average fan anperage or the daily average pressure
drop nust remain at or above the m ninmum |l evels
established during the initial performance test. For all
ot her wet scrubbers, the daily average pressure drop and
daily average scrubber water flow rate nust remain at or
above the | evel established during the initial
performance test. Plants using a dry electrostatic
precipitator (ESP) must either install and operate a
conti nuous opacity nmonitoring system (COMS) or maintain
the daily average secondary voltage and daily average
secondary current for each field at or above the m ni num
| evel s established during the initial performance test.
| f denonstrating conpliance using COMS, the average
opacity for each 6-m nute period nust remain at or bel ow
the |l evel established during the initial performance
test. Plants using a wet ESP nust maintain the daily
average secondary voltage for each field at or above the
m nimum | evel s established during the initial performance
test; maintain the daily average stack outlet tenperature
at or bel ow the maxi mum | evel s established during the
initial performance test; and maintain the daily average
water flow rate at or above the mninmum |l evels

established during the initial performance test.
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You must submt information on nonitoring paraneters
i f another type of control device is used or if
alternative nonitoring paraneters are desired.

Wrk Practices

Al'l plants subject to the final rule are required to
prepare and inplenent a witten fugitive dust em ssions
control plan. The plan describes in detail the nmeasures
that will be put in place to control fugitive dust
em ssions fromthe foll ow ng sources at a plant, as
applicable: stockpiles, material transfer points, plant
roadways, tailings basin, pellet |oading areas, and yard
areas. Existing fugitive dust em ssion control plans
t hat descri be current neasures to control fugitive dust
enm ssion sources that have been approved as part of a
State i nplenmentation plan or title V permt would be
acceptabl e, provided they address the prior-listed
fugitive dust em ssion sources.

D. What are the operation and nmi nt enance requirenents?

Al'l plants subject to the final rule nust prepare
and inplement a witten startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan according to the requirenments in 40 CFR
63.6(e). A witten operation and nai ntenance plan is

al so required for control devices subject to an operating
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limt and indurating furnaces subject to good conbustion
practices (GCP). This plan nust describe the foll ow ng:
procedures for preventative maintenance requirenments for
control devices, corrective action requirenents for
baghouses and conti nuous paraneter nonitoring systens
(CPMS), and GCP for indurating furnaces. 1In the event of
a bag | eak detection systemalarm the plan nust include
specific requirenments for initiating corrective action to
determ ne the cause of the problemw thin 1 hour
initiating corrective action to fix the problemw thin 24
hours, and conpleting all corrective actions needed to
fix the problem as soon as practicable. 1In the event you
exceed an established operating limt for an air
pol luti on control device other than a baghouse, you nust
initiate corrective action to determ ne the cause of the
operating limt exceedance and conplete the corrective
action within 10 cal endar days. Corrective action
procedures you take nust be consistent with the
installation, operation, and mai ntenance procedures
listed in your site-specific CPMS nonitoring plan. For
i ndurating furnaces, you nust maintain a proper and
efficient conmbustion process through the inplenentation

of GCP.
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E. What are the general conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires conpliance with the em ssion
limtations, work practice standards, and operation and
mai nt enance requirenments at all tinmes, except during
peri ods of startup, shutdown, and mal function as defined
in 40 CFR 63.2. The owner or operator nust devel op and
i mpl enent a witten startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an according to the requirenents in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3).

The final rule also requires keeping a |log detailing
t he operation and mai ntenance of the process and em ssion
control equipnent. This requirenent applies during the
peri od between the conpliance date and the date that
continuous nonitoring systens are installed and any
operating limts set.

F. What are the initial conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires performance tests to
denmonstrate that each affected source neets all
applicable PMem ssion [imts. The PM concentration
(front-half filterable catch only) is to be neasured
usi ng EPA Method 5, 5D, or 17 in 40 CFR part 60, appendi x
A. Al initial conpliance tests nust be conpleted no
| ater than 180 days following the conpliance date.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the PM
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em ssion |imt for the ore crushing and handling affected
source, the fl ow weighted mean concentrati on of PM
em ssions of all units within the affected source nust
not exceed the applicable PMem ssion [imt. Simlarly,
for the finished pellet handling affected source, the
f1 ow wei ght ed nean concentrati on of PM em ssions of al
units within the affected source nust not exceed the
applicable PMem ssion [imt. 1In lieu of conducting
performance tests for all ore crushing and handling and
finished pellet handling em ssion units, the plant may
elect to formgroups of up to six simlar em ssion units
and conduct initial performance tests on a representative
unit within each group. Each plant nust submt a testing
plan to the permtting authority for approval. The
testing plan nust identify the em ssion units that wll
be grouped as simlar, identify the representative unit
that will be tested for each group, and present the
proposed schedul e for testing.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the PM
em ssion limt for each indurating furnace and each ore
dryer, the flow wei ghted nean concentration of PM
em ssions of all stacks associated with each furnace or

each ore dryer nmust not exceed the applicable PM em ssion
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[imt.

The final rule also includes procedures for
establishing site-specific operating limts for control
devices during the initial performance test. To
denonstrate initial conpliance with the work practice
st andards, plants nust prepare, submt, and inplenment a
fugitive dust em ssion control plan on or before the
conpliance date. To denpbnstrate initial conpliance with
t he operation and mai ntenance requirenments, plants nust
prepare the operation and mai ntenance plan and certify in
their notification of conpliance status that they have
prepared the witten plans and will operate control
devi ces and indurating furnaces according to the
procedures in the plan.

G  \Wiat are the continuous conpliance requirenents?

For ore crushing and handling, ore dryers, and
finished pellet handling units, you nust conduct
subsequent performance tests to denonstrate continued
conpliance with the PMem ssion limts follow ng the
schedul e established in the title V permt for each
plant. If atitle V permt has not been issued, you nust
submt a testing plan and schedule to the permtting

authority for approval.
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For each indurating furnace, you nust conduct
subsequent performance testing of all stacks based on the
schedul e established in each plant’s title V operating
permt, but no less frequently than tw ce per 5-year
permt term If atitle V permt has not been issued,
then you nust submt a testing plan and schedule to the
permtting authority for approval. The testing frequency
in the testing plan nust provide for tests to be
conducted at | east twi ce per 5-year period.

You are required to nonitor operating paraneters for
control devices subject to operating limts and carry out
the procedures in their fugitive dust em ssions control
pl an and their operation and mai ntenance plan. To
denonstrate continuous conpliance, you nmust keep records
docunmenting conpliance with the rule requirenents for
nmonitoring, the fugitive dust em ssions control plan, the
operation and mai ntenance plan, and installation,
operation, and mai ntenance of a CPMS.

For baghouses, owners or operators are required to
nmonitor the relative change in PM | oadi ng using a bag
| eak detection system and to make inspections at
specified intervals. The bag | eak detection system nust

be installed and operated according to the EPA gui dance
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docunment “Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Cuidance,”
EPA 454/ R- 98- 015, Septenber 1997. The docunent is
avai l able on the TTN at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttnencOl/cemtribo.pdf. If the system

does not work based on the triboelectric effect, it nust
be installed and operated consistent with the

manuf acturer’s witten specifications and
recommendati ons. The basic inspection requirenments

i nclude daily, weekly, nonthly, or quarterly inspections
of specified paranmeters or mechani sns with nonitoring of
bag cl eaning cycles by an appropriate nmethod. To
denonstrate continuous conpliance, the final rule
requires records docunenting conformance with the
operation and mai ntenance plan, as well as the inspection
and mai nt enance procedures.

For dynam c wet scrubbers, you nmust use CPMS to
measure and record the daily average scrubber water fl ow
rate and either the daily average fan anperage or the
daily average pressure drop. For all other wet
scrubbers, you must use CPMS to neasure and record the
daily average pressure drop and daily average scrubber
wat er flow rate.

For dry ESP, you nust either use a COMS to measure
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and record the average opacity of em ssions exiting each
stack of the control device for each 6-m nute period, or
use CPMS to neasure and record the daily average
secondary voltage and daily average secondary current for
each field. You nust operate and maintain the COVS
according to the requirenents in 40 CFR 63.8 and
Performance Specification 1 in 40 CFR part 60, appendi X
B. These requirenents include a quality control program
including a daily calibration drift assessnent, quarterly
performance audit, and annual zero alignnent.

For wet ESP, you nust use CPMS to neasure and record
the daily average secondary voltage for each field, the
daily average stack outlet tenperature, and the daily
average water flow rate.

The final rule requires you to prepare a site-
specific nmonitoring plan for CPMS that addresses
installation, performance, operation and mai ntenance,
qual ity assurance, and recordkeeping and reporting
procedures. These requirenents replace the nore detailed
performance specifications contained in the proposed
rul e.

To denonstrate continuous conpliance, you nust keep

records docunmenting conpliance with the nonitoring
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requirements (including installation, operation, and
mai nt enance requirenments for nonitoring systens) and the
operation and mai ntenance pl an.

H \What are the notification, recordkeeping, and

reporting requirements?

The notification, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents are based on the NESHAP General Provisions
in 40 CFR part 63, subpart AL Table 2 to subpart RRRRR
of 40 CFR part 63 lists each of the requirenents in the
General Provisions (8863.2 through 63.15) with an
i ndi cati on of whether they apply.

You are required to submt each initial notification
required in the NESHAP General Provisions that applies to
your plant. These include an initial notification of
applicability with general information about the plant
and notifications of performance tests and conpliance
st at us.

You are required to maintain the records required by
t he NESHAP General Provisions that are necessary to
document conpliance, such as perfornmance test results;
copi es of startup, shutdown, and mal function plans and
associ ated corrective action records; nonitoring data;

and inspection records. Except for the operation and
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mai nt enance plan, the fugitive dust em ssions control
pl an, and the testing plan, all records nust be kept for
a total of 5 years, with the records fromthe nost recent
2 years kept onsite. The final rule requires that the
operation and mai ntenance plan, the fugitive dust
em ssions control plan, and the testing plan, be kept
onsite and avail able for inspection upon request for the
life of the affected source or until the affected source
is no | onger subject to the final rule requirenents.

Sem annual reports are required for any deviation
froman emssion limtation (including an operating
limt), or operation and mai ntenance requirenment. Each
report is due no later than 30 days after the end of the
reporting period. |If no deviation occurred, only a
summary report is required. |If a deviation did occur,
nore detailed information is required.

An immedi ate report is required if actions taken
during a startup, shutdown, or mal function are not
consistent with the startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an. Deviations that occur during a period of startup,
shutdown, or malfunction are not violations if you
denonstrate to the authority with del egati on for

enforcenent that the source was operating in accordance
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with the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan.

An immedi ate report is required after the third
consecutive and unsuccessful attenpt at corrective action
for determ ning the cause of exceedance of an operating
l[imt for an air pollution control device except for
baghouses. The report nust be submtted within 5
cal endar days after the third unsuccessful attenpt at
corrective action. This report must notify the
Adm ni strator that a deviation has occurred and docunent
the types of corrective nmeasures taken to address the
problemthat resulted in the deviation of established
operating paraneters and the resulting operating linmts.

You nmust also submt the fugitive dust em ssions
control plan, testing plan, and all operation and
mai nt enance plans to the Adm nistrator on or before the
appl i cabl e conpliance date.

|. What are the conpliance deadlines?

The owner or operator of an existing affected source
must conply by [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS AFTER DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .
An existing affected source is one constructed or
reconstructed before Decenber 18, 2002. New or

reconstructed sources that startup on or before [|NSERT
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DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE | N THE FEDERAL
REGI STER] nust conply by [| NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF
THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] . New or
reconstructed sources that startup after [|INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THI S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER]
must conply upon initial startup.
I11. Summary of Responses to Maj or Coments

A. How did we revise the cost estinmates and econonic

anal ysi s?
Conment : Three commenters stated that the estinated
total capital cost inmpact of $47.3 mllion underestimtes

the cost to the industry. One of the commenters stated
that the costs for their plant were underesti mated.
Response: The capital equi pnent costs used in the
cost anal ysis conducted prior to proposal were based
| argely on historical industry costs provided by industry
and vendor estimtes obtained by the EPA. All of the
i ndurating furnace capital equi pment replacenent costs
wer e based on equi pnent and installation costs incurred
by Mnntac in 1991 to install two new venturi scrubbers
for furnace lines 4 and 5. For ore crushing and handling
and pellet handling units, the capital equi pment

repl acenent costs were based on equi pnent costs obtained
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fromtwo wet scrubber vendors.

In followup discussions with the industry, industry
representatives indicated that the costs of purchasing
and installing a new wet scrubber were underestimated.
For exanpl e, based on the cost estinmates provided by one
pl ant, the installation of two new wet scrubbers on their
furnace would cost $18 million, not the $9.4 mllion
estimted by EPA. W asked each plant to provide an
estimate of the cost inpact the limts in the final rule
will have on their plant. Overall, industry estinmated a
capital equi pnent and installation cost of $57 mllion.
The costs provided by industry are based on a conbi nation
of costs estimated by plant engi neers, previous equi pnent
repl acenent costs, and vendor cost estinmates.

The EPA asserts that the inpact estimte of $57
mllion provided by the industry is a conservatively high
estimte based on the fact that sonme plants did not
account for the averaging of the em ssions for those
units within the ore crushing and handling and finished
pel l et handling affected sources. However, in order to
ensure that we fully account for the cost inpact to the
i ndustry, we used the conservatively high estimtes

provided by the industry. Therefore, the capital cost
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i npact of the emssion limts in the final rule was
estimated to be approximately $57 million, including
em ssion control capital costs and nonitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting (MRR) capital costs. The
annual costs of the final rule are estimated to be $9
mllion per year, including annualized capital and annual
operational and MRR costs. For nore informati on on the
i ndustry provided costs and the revi sed cost anal ysi s,
see the revised cost analysis nmenmorandum in the docket.

Comment: Two commenters stated that the costs of
the rule as proposed are disproportionate to the
reduction in HAP.

Response: The revised estimte of annual conpliance
costs for the final rule is $9 mllion per year, and this
expenditure is estimited to result in the reduction of
270 tpy of HAP and 10,538 tpy of PM The correspondi ng
cost per ton of HAP reduced is $33,333; the corresponding
cost per ton of PMreduced is $854. These val ues are
simlar to or |ower than those in other MACT standards.
In addition, the emssion limts in the final rule are
based on the MACT floor |evel of control. The CAA does
not give the EPA the discretion to consider costs for the

MACT fl oor | evel of control.
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Comment: One commenter stated that the costs and
resources associated with the adm nistrative requirenents
(e.g., continuous nonitoring, stack testing) of the final
rule will pose a significant additional burden on their
operations. The comenter cited estimted costs of
$515,000 for the installation of additional
instrunentation and nonitoring equi pnent, an additional
cost of $100, 000 for dust collector nonitoring
mai nt enance, and an additional cost of $45,000 for stack
testing. The comenter stated that their plant is
al ready operating under a title V permt and al ready has
a well-controll ed dust control systemin place. The
coment er asserted that the increased continuous
nmonitoring and increased stack testing is not necessary
to protect human health or the environment and adds
unnecessary costs.

Response: In the proposed rule, we included only
those nonitoring and testing requirenents that were
necessary to ensure the continued conpliance with the PM
em ssion limts. However, following a review of the
public coments and foll ow-up discussions with the
i ndustry and States, we have witten the final rule to

reduce the nonitoring and testing burden:
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e To reduce the nonitoring burden, we have del eted
the requirenments to conduct nonthly transducer checks,
quarterly gauge calibration checks, sem annual fl ow
sensor calibration checks, daily pressure tap pluggage
checks, and nonthly electrical connection continuity
checks.

* We have reduced the indurating furnace stack
testing burden by renoving the requirenment to conduct
si mul taneous tests of all the stacks on one furnace. The
final rule allows plants to conduct sequential testing of
t he stacks for a furnace, provided the tests are
conpleted “within a reasonable period of time, such that
the indurating furnace operating characteristics remain
representative for the duration of the stack tests.”

* We have removed the volunmetric flow rate and
process throughput rate criteria for grouping simlar ore
crushing and handling and pell et handling em ssion units.
This will allow nore of these emi ssion units to be
grouped together, and thus, will result in fewer initial
conpliance tests being required for them

e For dry ESP, we have allowed plants to nonitor
daily average secondary voltage and daily average

secondary current in lieu of using a COMVS.



29

Comment: According to one commenter, it is
confusing that in one section of the Econom c | npact
Assessnment (EIA), the Agency concludes that the final
rule alone is unlikely to lead to m ne cl osure, but
clearly states that it’'s possible that two or three firns
may cl ose or sell some or all of their operations. The
only consistent statenent in the EIA, according to the
commenter, is that the proposed rule will add to existing
financial stresses in the industry.

Response: The enpirical literature on steel mll
capacity and closure suggests that inport and mni-ml|l
conpetition are nore inportant explanatory variables for
capacity and cl osure decisions than are pollution
abat ement cost expenditures. The EPA s nmarket and
facility inpact analysis did not explicitly nodel m ne
cl osure deci sions because of limted mne-level data and
because the costs of conpliance are relatively small.
The EPA’'s data indicate that the conpliance costs al one
are generally too lowto result in facility closure.
However, we recogni zed that several conpanies that owned
taconite mnes in 2000 were already under significant
financial hardship; four firms experienced operating

| osses in 2000, and several were al so operating under
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Chapter 11 protection. As a result, EPA collected
financial data and considered several criteria to
det er m ne whet her conpani es would be able to obtain
financing for capital investnents associated with
conpliance, or m ght have to close or sell individual
nm ne operations. The EPA exam ned the follow ng conpany
financi al data:

e Change in profits projected by the economc

model ;

Al t man Z-scores;

Current ratios; and

Recent environmental conpliance expenditures.
Based on our review, EPA concluded that two or three
conpani es may close or sell operations. A review of
recent data fromthe U S. Ceol ogi cal Survey (USGS) and
conpany financial reports confirms this pattern. 1In
2001, financially-strapped steel conpanies sold assets.
Cleveland-Cliffs raised its total ownership of Tilden
m ne to 85 percent by acquiring an additional 45 percent
share from Algoma Steel Inc. Cleveland-Cliffs and

M nnesota Power purchased LTV Steel Co. in |ate 2001.
Cl eveland-Cliffs then acquired all the m ning and

processing facilities, including 25 percent share of the
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Enmpire mne. 1In the face of continuing financial
pressures frommni-mlls and inports, steel conpanies
may cl ose or sell taconite facilities if they cannot
obtain financing for conpliance. A USGS iron ore expert
contacted by EPA, however, stated that 2002 financial and
mar ket conditions were sonmewhat better than 2001. This
was confirmed by reviewi ng financial statenents for these
firms; while still experiencing difficult conditions, in

2002 conditions inproved sonewhat conpared to 2001.

Coment: One commenter from National Steel stated
that it will likely be forced to shut down because it
will be unable to make the upgrades necessary to conmply

with the rule as proposed. National currently enploys
nearly 500 people. The rule as proposed is antici pated
to put these people out of work for a reduction of |ess
than 5 tons of HAP. In addition to the antici pated
closure of National’s operations, the EPA anal ysis
concl uded that another one or two taconite ore processing
pl ants may al so cl ose.

Response: As noted in the previous response, EPA' s
anal ysi s suggests that the costs of achieving conpliance
are not sufficient alone to result in taconite plants

becom ng unprofitable. However, EPA recogni zes that
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there are long-standing trends in the industry, such as
i ncreased inports of iron and steel and increasing use of
mni-mll technol ogy, that have resulted in decreasing
demand for U. S.-produced taconite pellets over time. Due
to these trends, four conpanies owning taconite
facilities were unprofitable in 2000, and three of them
(including National Steel) were operating under the
protection of Chapter 11 of the bankruptcy code. The
EPA' s anal ysis recognizes that firns that are
unprofitable or in bankruptcy may have difficulty
obtaining financing for the capital investnents needed to
conply. Such firms may choose to sell or shut down their
taconite plants. The EPA does not feel that such a
deci sion should be entirely attributed to the final rule.
However, note that recent industry data seemto show t hat
in 2002, prices and profits inproved sonewhat due in part
to the decrease in taconite supply (due in part to LTV s
closing of the Hoyt Lakes facility) and in part due to
tariff protection of several steel products.

Comrent: According to one conmenter, the statenment
in the EIA that two or three mnes may cl ose inplies that
M nnesota woul d see an additional |oss of approxinmately

900 direct enployees and $20 million in | ocal taxes. The
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| oss of 900 jobs equates to $67.5 mllion in wages and
benefits. These figures represent a realistic social
i npact and create a different scenario than the one
represented by the EPA in the EIA. These econom c
i npacts will be “devastating” to an area heavily
dependent on the m ning industry.

Response: Chapter 4 of the EIA contains a regional
i npact analysis carried out by EPA. The analysis is
carried out using | MPLAN, a regional-Ilevel input-output
nodel . The total direct inpact on each region (a State
in this analysis) is defined in the EIA as the change in
| ocal expenditures resulting fromfinal rule
i npl ementation. The direct inpact of the final rule is
esti mated based on the results of the market nodel, and
i ncl udes expenditures for conpliance (in this case,
positive) and adjustnments in outputs in response to price
changes (in this case, negative or positive). GCenerally,
the direct inpact includes the net effect of reduction in
| ocal spending because of output declines and the
increase in |ocal spending to inplenment the controls.
For the State of M nnesota, the EIA shows a net reduction
in local spending of $2.7 mllion. This is due to a |oss

of government revenues since a portion of state revenues
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conmes fromtaxes on the total production fromtaconite
iron ore. Wth the value of changes in total output
included, the total inpact to Mnnesota is a reduction of
$3.9 million in local spending.

M nnesota is estinmated to experience a reduction of
30 full-tinme enployees as a result of the reduction in
taconite production. Thus, EPA estimtes do show a
reduction in |ocal spending and enpl oynent in M nnesota
fromfinal rule inplenmentation, but not anywhere close to
t he amounts asserted by the commenter.

A separate financial assessnent exam ned the
financial condition of conpanies that own taconite
facilities. Because of long-standing trends in the iron
and steel industry (including increasing use of electric
arc furnace mni-mll technol ogy and increasing inports
of iron and steel), several of the owner conpani es have
experienced financial stress, and three are operating
under Chapter 11 protection. For these reasons, EPA
concl uded that at |east those three firnms nmay have sone
difficulty obtaining the financing needed to nmake capit al
equi pnment investnents at their plants, including
i nvest nents associated with environnmental conpliance.

The EPA stated that as many as two or three additional
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taconite facilities were in danger of closing or selling
their taconite plants at the tine of the analysis, due
mainly to factors unrelated to the rule as proposed.
However, the additional costs associated with the final
rule will put additional stress on these already stressed
conpani es. Recent USGS data indicate that in 2001,
financially-strapped taconite firnms did sell assets to
Cleveland Cliffs. Since the original EIA however,
conditions have inproved somewhat in the industry. The
reduced output due to the closure of Hoyt Lakes, and the
tariff, which has increased the effective price of
inported iron and steel commpdities, have resulted in
increased prices and profits for iron and steel conpanies
over the past year. Thus, the conpani es are sonewhat
| ess vul nerable than they were at the tinme of EPA's
earlier analysis.

B. How did we revise the performance testing

requirenents?

Coment: Two commenters stated that | anguage shoul d
be included in the final rule either authorizing sone
di scretion on behalf of State agencies or otherw se
all owi ng testing conpl eted between the pronul gation date

and the conpliance date to be counted as initial
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conpliance testing. The commenters stated that this wll
all ow additional tine to spread out the conpliance
testing requirenents.

Response: At proposal, plants were given 2 years
after the conpliance date to conduct their initial
conpliance tests for ore crushing and handling and pell et
handl i ng units, and 180 days after the conpliance date to
conduct their initial conpliance tests for indurating
furnaces. However, since the tinme of proposal, EPA has
determ ned that allowing nore than 180 days for initial
conpliance is not consistent wwth the 40 CFR part 63
General Provisions. Therefore, we have witten the
initial conpliance testing deadline for ore crushing and
handl i ng and pellet handling units at 180 days after the
conpl i ance date.

More than 180 days are needed to conduct conpliance
testing and to reduce the burden of the final rule on the
i ndustry. Therefore, the EPA has witten the final rule
to allow source tests conducted between the pronul gation
date and the conpliance date to be used for conpliance
denonstration, as long as the tests are perforned in
accordance with the requirenments of the final rule.

Since the conpliance period is 3 years, plants will have
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a total of 3% years to conduct the initial conpliance
tests for all of their units.

Comment: Two commenters supported the part of the
proposed standard that allows plants to conduct initial
performance tests by testing a representative sanple of
units within a group of simlar units. However, in a
redline/strike-out version of the proposed rule submtted
by the commenters, they renoved the specific criteria
defining simlar units in 863.9620(f) and the criteria
i ndicati ng the nunber of units that must be tested per
simlar group in 863.9620(g). |In the place of these
specific criteria, the comenters inserted a statenent
that refers to criteria established by the State agency
or inthe title V permt.

Response: In followup discussions with the
commenters, EPA asked the commenters to clarify their
specific concerns regarding the criteria for the testing
of representative units. The comrenters indicated that
their primary concern was with the criteria in paragraphs
(3) and (4) of 863.9620(f), which require the volunetric
flow rates of the em ssion units to be within plus or
m nus 10 percent of the representative em ssion unit, and

the actual process throughput rate to be within plus or
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m nus 10 percent of the representative em ssion unit.
The comenters stated that these criteria were so
restrictive that they would not be able to group very
many units.

The EPA al so conducted foll owup discussions with
the M nnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) regarding
the criteria they use for grouping simlar units. The
MPCA staff indicated that the prinmary reason they group
em ssion units is to reduce the nunber of permtted
em ssion units, although the sanme groupings are used for
testing purposes. The grouping of em ssion units by MPCA
was conducted primarily on the basis of control type,
installation date, and, to a certain degree, process
type. However, in sone cases they do group em ssion
units fromdifferent processes. They do not group
em ssion units on the basis of flow rate or process
t hr oughput.

Based on these discussions with the commenter and
MPCA, EPA has determ ned that the criteria in
863.9620(f)(3) and (4) are too restrictive and,
therefore, do not achieve EPA's true intent--the
reduction of the initial conpliance test burden for ore

crushing and handling and pellet handling em ssion units.
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As a result, EPA has not included the criteria in
863.9620(f)(3) and (4) as proposed. The criteria in
863.9620(f) (1) and (2) as proposed have been retained in
the final rule. 1In addition, we have included the
following new criteria: the representative unit nust
have paranetric nmonitoring val ues that enconpass the
characteristics of all the em ssion units within the
group.

Coment: Three commenters stated that the
si mul taneous testing of nultiple indurating furnace
stacks is costly. Two of the comenters stated that
si mul taneous testing is also inpractical and possibly not
even feasible.

Response: In followup discussions with the
commenters, they stressed that sonme furnaces have as many
as five stacks. In order to test these stacks
si mul taneously, they would need to have five source
testing teanms on site at the sane tinme. The commenters
stated that this would be very expensive. The comenters
stated that for their current title V permts, they are
not required to conduct sinultaneous tests of all stacks
for a furnace. In our discussions with MPCA, they

confirmed that, although they require all plants with
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permts to test all furnace stacks, they do not require
that the plants test all the stacks on a furnace
si mul taneously. Also, in these discussions, it was noted
that the operating conditions are consistent enough that
em ssions should not vary significantly over a short
period of tine. Based on these discussions, EPA agrees
t hat the sinmultaneous testing of indurating furnace
stacks woul d be costly and woul d provide no additional
conpl i ance assurance. Therefore, in order to reduce the
source testing burden of the final rule on the industry
and to maintain consistency with current testing
requi renments, EPA has not included the requirenent for
simul taneous testing in the final rule.

Comrent: Two commenters stated that any
requi renments for sanple volume or sanple tinme should be
renmoved fromthe initial and continuous conpliance
testing requirenents. The commenters stated that the
final rule should not include provisions that are
different from already established EPA test nethods.

Response: In the proposed rule, we specified a
m ni nrum sanpl e vol ume of 60 dscf for EPA Method 5 (40 CFR
part 60, Appendix A) tests to ensure that enough PMis

collected to provide accurate results. The EPA Method 5
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does not contain specifications for sanple vol une or
sanple time (i.e., sanpling duration). Therefore, it is
not uncommon for the EPA to specify a m ni num sanple
vol une or sanple time corresponding to em ssion
characteristics of an industry for EPA Method 5 tests.
For example, the Integrated Iron and Steel NESHAP
specifies a m ninmum sanple volume (60 dscf) for EPA
Met hod 5 tests.

Based on historical Method 5 tests fromtaconite
pl ants, most 1-hour tests sanpled about 30 to 50 dscf and
obtained a dry catch of 2 to 20 mlIligrams (ng). The
EPA’ s Em ssions Measurenent and Assessnent Divi sion
recommends a dry particulate catch of approximtely 20 ng
for an accurate Method 5 test. At the sane historical
particul ate concentrations, a sanple volume of 60 dscf or
a test of 2 hours in duration will obtain a dry catch of
approximately 20 to 30 ng. In the proposed rule, we
specified a m nimum sanpl e volunme of at |east 60 dscf for
each run of a Method 5 test to ensure that an adequate
amount of dry catch is obtained. However, since proposa
we have determ ned that specifying a 2-hour sanpling tine
will provide a greater assurance that an adequate catch

is obtained. For exanple, with a sanple volume of 60
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dscf, a 20-ng dry catch is obtained for units with
em ssions of 0.005 gr/dscf or greater. By conparison,
given the typical sanmpling rates of 0.75 to 1 dscf per
m nute fromthe historical tests, specifying a 2-hour
test provides a 20-mg dry catch for units with em ssions
as low as 0.003 gr/dscf. 1In addition, specifying the
sanpling time is consistent with other recently published
rul es, such as the Portland Cenment NESHAP. Therefore, we
have nodified the testing requirements in the final rule
by renmoving the requirenent for a sanple volune of 60
dscf and adding the requirenent that the duration of each
test run be at |east 2 hours.

C. How did we revise the emission limtations?

Comment: Two commenters stated that the em ssion
limts should be set at two significant figures and not
three significant figures. The comenters asserted that
using three significant figures inplies nore precision
than exists in reality and establishes limts that are
unrealistically stringent and that do not allow for
natural variations.

Response: In the proposed rule, we nunerically
expressed the em ssion limts for all affected sources,

new and existing, to three digits (e.g., 0.011 gr/dscf,
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0. 025 gr/dscf, and 0.008 gr/dscf). Thus, the proposed
emssion limts were already expressed as one or two
significant figures. However, the intent of the
commenters is for the EPA to consider rounding the
proposed emission limts to two digits to account for
normal variability in the taconite iron ore processing
operations, performance of air pollution control
equi pnment, and source testing procedures.

We have reeval uated how natural variations were
accounted for in the proposed em ssion limts for
exi sting sources. The PMemssion |limts for existing
sources in the ore crushing and handling affected source
and the finished pellet handling affected source remain
at 0.008 gr/dscf. In the final rule, you have the option
to determ ne an overall, flow weighted average PM
concentration for all em ssion units within each of these
two affected sources. One purpose for the flow wei ghted
average PM concentration procedure is to account for
natural variability in the various types of em ssion
units within each affected source, the processing
operations, the performance of air pollution control
equi pnment, and source testing procedures.

The PMem ssion limts for existing sources in the
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i ndurating furnace affected source will be rounded to two
digits. For both existing straight grate and grate kiln
i ndurating furnaces processing magnetite, the PM em ssion
l[imt is 0.01 gr/dscf. For existing grate kiln
i ndurating furnaces processing hematite, the PM em ssion
l[imt is 0.03 gr/dscf. After we considered the ambunt of
PM source test data available in establishing the MACT
fl oor, observed variability in neasured PM concentrations
fromthe furnace exhaust stacks, and noted fluctuations
in the taconite iron ore process, we determned that it
is appropriate to round the PMem ssion limts for
exi sting indurating furnaces to two decimal places in
order to fully account for natural variability. Even
after rounding the PMenm ssion limts for existing
i ndurating furnaces, we will still achieve nearly the
sane | evel of em ssion reduction, while offering
increased flexibility to the industry to conply with the
em ssion standards of the final rule.

The PMem ssion limt for existing ore dryers was
determned to be the level of control indicated by the
existing State limt of 0.052 gr/dscf. Therefore, it is
not appropriate to round the PMem ssion limt for

existing ore dryers. The PMemssion limt for existing
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ore dryers is 0.052 gr/dscf in the final rule.

The PM enm ssion limts for all new affected sources
represent an actual performance | evel achieved by the
best perform ng source in each affected source. Thus,

t he new source emssion limts can be achieved through
t he proper design and construction/reconstruction of a
new af fected source.

Comment: Three comrenters stated that the final
rule should nore clearly describe how to cal culate the
f1 ow wei ght ed nean PM em ssions concentration for the
mat eri al handling operations.

Response: We agree with the commenters and have
witten 8863.9621 and 63.9622 to provi de additional
clarification for calculating the fl ow wei ghted mean PM
em ssions concentration for ore crushing and handling and
finished pellet handling. Specifically, the final rule
clarifies that when calculating the fl ow wei ghted mean PM
em ssions for ore crushing and handling and fini shed
pell et handling, the “average” PM concentration
corresponding to each em ssion unit in an affected source
is multiplied by the maxi mum design volunetric flow rate
of the corresponding em ssion unit. The “average” PM

concentration froman em ssion unit is derived as the
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arithnmetic nmean of a PM source test conprised of three
valid sanmpling runs on the em ssion unit. |If the
affected source elects to conduct representative
conpliance testing for a group of simlar em ssion units,
the PM concentration determ ned for the tested em ssion
unit will be assigned to the other em ssion units
identified as simlar within the group.

D. How did we revise the conti nuous conpliance

requirenents?

Operating Limts

Coment: Two commenters objected to using operating
limts established during the performance test to
determ ne continuous conpliance. The commenters stated
that a performance test is only a snapshot of an
operation at a point in time and may not enconpass the
full operational variability that occurs. The comenters
stated that this approach effectively sets a new nore
stringent NESHAP enmission |limt at the em ssions |evel
actually emtted during the performance test. Therefore,
the commenters stated that any operation outside of the
operating paranmeter range should not be classified as a
devi ation. The comenters stated that the D.C. Circuit

Court has made it clear that MACT standards are to
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represent the best perform ng source on its worst day

(see National Lime v. EPA, 233 F.3d 625, 51 ERC 1737

(D.C. Cir. 2000), and Cenment Kiln Recycling Coalition v.

EPA, 255 F.3d 855, 52 ERC 1865 (D.C. Cir 2001)). The
commenters asserted that as long as a source i s operating
properly, follows procedures in the malfunction plan, and
proceeds appropriately to corrective action, then
variations within the range of proper operation should
not constitute deviations. The comenters stated that
the EPA may require plants to I og such information and
even report it, but not necessarily as a deviation under
title V.

Response: In followup discussions with the
i ndustry, we were able to determne that the taconite
industry’s primary concern regarding the operating limts
was being able to maintain the equi pment so that they did
not exceed the established operating limt.
Specifically, their concerns included their ability to
mai ntain the pressure drop above the operating limt for
venturi-rod deck units with a fixed throat and/or a
volunetric flow dependent of process conditions; and,
their ability to operate and obtain nmeani ngful readings

of opacity fromdry ESP using a COMS in conditions of
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hi gh noi sture and | ow opacity.

Regar di ng the nmeasurenent of the pressure drop, we
have increased the averaging tinme fromhourly to daily.
The daily averagi ng period addresses industry’ s concerns
about their ability to control pressure drop during short
periods of tinme when the scrubber nay experience a
pressure drop lower than the operating limt. In
addi tion, for dynam c wet scrubbers, we have provided the
flexibility of nonitoring either the daily average
pressure drop or the daily average fan anperage, in
addition to the daily average scrubber water flow rate.
Thi s addresses industry’s concern that for dynam c wet
scrubbers, both pressure drop and fan anperage are good
i ndi cators of proper performance.

Regardi ng the neasurenent of opacity using COMS, we
have verified with equi pment vendors that COMS are
avai l able that will provide accurate readi ngs under the
nmoi sture and | ow opacity conditions present at taconite
facilities. However, we understand that currently there
are no COMS in operation at taconite plants and that due
to costs or site-specific operating conditions a COMS may
not be the best option. Therefore, in the final rule

have provided plants the flexibility to establish their
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operating limt either as the 6-m nute average opacity or
as the daily average secondary voltage and the daily
average secondary current for each field.

I n addition, we have included | anguage in the final
rule to clarify when not neeting an operating limt
becomes an exceedance. Specifically, after the first two
times that you do not neet the operating limt, you nust
take corrective action. After the third tinme that you do
not neet the operating limt, you nust submt a witten
report within 5 cal endar days and report the third
unsuccessful attenpt of corrective action as a deviation
and continue corrective action.

Bag Leak Detection Systens

Coment: Two commenters stated that the requirenent
in 863.9634(d) (1) of the proposed rule that requires that
the bag | eak detection systemnot alarmfor nmore than 5
percent of the time should be deleted fromthe final
rule.

Two comenters pointed out that 863.7833(d)(1)(iii)
of the proposed rule specifies that 1 hour of alarm be
| ogged even if procedures are inplenented to determ ne
t he cause of the alarm and corrective action is taken in

|l ess than 1 hour. The commenters contended that the
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requirement artificially and unfairly inflates the
sem annual percentage of alarmtime and does not provide
an incentive for sources to initiate procedures as
qui ckly as may be possible. The commenters suggested
that the final rule should require the plant to “count
the actual amount of time it took to initiate procedures
to determ ne the cause of the alarm”

Three commenters stated that in the requirenment in
863.9634(d)(1)(v) that the bag | eak detection system not
alarmfor nore than 5 percent of the “total operating
time,” it is unclear if the “total operating tine” refers
to the operating tine of the affected source or the tine
t he baghouse is actually evacuating em ssions gener at ed
by the affected source. The comenters pointed out that
sonme baghouses, by design, evacuate em ssions for only a
few m nutes each hour. The commenters recomended t hat
EPA clarify its intent that the “total operating tine”
refers to the total operating time of the affected
sour ce.

Response: W agree with the commenters and have not
included the 5 percent operating limt requirenent for
baghouse | eak detectors in 863.9634(d)(1) of the final

rule. As a result, the requirenents to log alarmtinme
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and to determne the ratio of the sumof the alarmtines
to the total operating tine have al so not been included.
However, it is inportant that corrective action be
initiated pronptly, so we are retaining the requirenent
in 863.9600(b)(2) that you “initiate corrective action to
determ ne the cause of the alarmwi thin 1 hour of the
alarm initiate corrective action to correct the cause of
the problemw thin 24 hours of the alarm and conplete
the corrective action as soon as practicable.”

Wet  Scrubber CPMS

Comment: Three commenters stated that the | abor
hours required for the nonthly transducer checks and the
quarterly gauge calibration checks for the pressure drop
sensor (863.9632(b)(1)(iv)), and the sem annual flow
sensor calibration checks (863.9632(b)(2)(iii)) are
excessive conpared to the potential em ssions control
i nprovenent. Two of the commenters suggested that rather
t han mandatory nonthly, quarterly, or sem annual
calibration checks, any control unit which emts |ess
than 5 percent of the total annual PM em ssions at the
pl ant should be allowed to reduce the periodic checks
required by each of the cited provisions to once

annual ly. The other commenter suggested that the EPA
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shoul d al |l ow each source to propose an alternative nethod
to the proposed calibration checks to the appropriate
permtting agency.

Three commenters stated that the daily pressure tap
pl uggage check (863.9632(b)(1)(iii)) and nonthly
el ectrical connection continuity checks
(863.9632(b)(1)(vi)) are overly burdensone and costly to
i npl ement. The commenters argued that the manual | abor
and clock hours required for such continuity checks would
be so large that the nmonitoring systens would have to be
shut down so frequently and for such a length of tine
that they would have virtually no operating tine.
According to the commenters, these provisions should be
nodi fied so as to provide “a programwi thin the CPMS to
alarmthe process unit operator and to record the alarm
for a zero value indication and for a static val ue
i ndi cation that satisfies the requirenment of this
provision.” In addition, one comenter stated that, if
no change is made, the | abor costs for the continuity
checks nmust be factored into the econom c anal ysis.

Response: The specific installation, operation, and
mai nt enance requirenents for wet scrubber CPMS have not

been included in the final rule. Therefore, the
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requirements for nonthly transducer checks, quarterly
gauge cal i bration checks, sem annual flow sensor
calibration checks, daily pressure tap pluggage checks,
and monthly el ectrical connector continuity checks have
not been included in the final rule. In place of the
specific requirenments, we have included the requirenent
that, for each CPMS, you nust devel op and make avail abl e
a site-specific nonitoring plan that addresses the
fol |l ow ng:

* Installation of CPMS sanpling probe so that
measurenent is representative of control of the exhaust
em ssi ons.

e Performance and equi pnent specifications for the
sanple interface, the paranetric signal analyzer, and the
data collection and reduction system

» Performance eval uati on procedures and acceptance
criteria (e.g., calibrations).

* Ongoi ng operation and mai nt enance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenments of 863.8(c)(1),
(3), (4)(ii), (7), and (8).

e Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenents of 863.8(d).

e Ongoi ng recordkeeping and reporting procedures in
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accordance with the general requirenents of 863.10(c),
(e) (1), and (e)(2)(i).

Comrent: Three commenters stated that it is
i nappropriate to set a single (pressure drop) point for
operating wet scrubbers and recomended that EPA renove
the pressure drop requirenent and rely on the operation
and mai ntenance plan for conpliance. The comenters
poi nted out that venturi-rod deck scrubbers operate over
a range of pressure drop that is affected by scrubbing
wat er flow rate, scrubber water flow distribution, water
tenperature, gas tenperature, and the square of the
process gas flow rate. The comenters stated that
operators cannot directly control the pressure drop in a
venturi-rod deck scrubber. By setting the average
pressure drop at the m ninum | evel established during the
performance test, the comenters stated that the rule
effectively forces a source to operate well below the
em ssion limt.

Response: In followup discussions with the
comenters, it was clarified that their coments referred
only to venturi-rod deck scrubbers installed on
i ndurating furnaces. These venturi-rod deck scrubbers

are fixed-throat scrubbers for which the pressure drop
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can be neasured, but not directly controlled. Two
commenters stated that they cannot directly control the
pressure drop across the venturi-rod deck scrubbers
because of the follow ng factors:

e the scrubbers are of a fixed-throat design;

e the fan drawing or pushing air through the
scrubber operates at a fixed speed and fixed di aneter;
and

e the danper prior to the scrubber is used to

control the overall flow of air through the system
therefore, it cannot be used to control the pressure drop
to the scrubber without affecting the entire process.
The danper is opened nore or closed nore, as necessary,
to nodul ate the air flow as changes occur in the process.
As production rate increases, the danper is opened nore
and, therefore, the pressure drop across the scrubber
i ncreases.
Due to these factors, the pressure drop across the
venturi-rod deck scrubbers on the furnaces is nore
vari abl e than other controls and is difficult to
regul at e.

The comrenters presented data showi ng the

variability of the pressure drop for their venturi-rod
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deck scrubbers. One commenter presented pressure drop
readi ngs taken every 20 m nutes that ranged from 12 to 4
i nches of pressure drop, with very few points below 4

i nches of pressure drop. However, after excluding periods
of mal function and | ooking at the daily average pressure
drop instead of instantaneous readings, the data showed
that the daily average pressure drop for each scrubber
fell within a narrow range. The difference between the

| owest daily average pressure drop and the highest daily
average pressure drop was only about 2 or 3 inches of
pressure drop. Based on these data, the commenter stated
that they were confident that they could naintain a
pressure drop at or above the operating |limt based on a
dai ly average.

The ot her commenter provided daily average pressure
drop for their venturi-rod deck scrubbers. The data
showed that on a daily average basis, the pressure drop
for each venturi-rod deck scrubber varied by 1 to 3.6
i nches over a period of 2 nonths. The comenter
requested that they be allowed to use historical pressure
drop data to establish the pressure drop operating limt
for venturi-rod deck scrubbers on indurating furnaces.

I n addition, the commenter requested that conpliance with
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the pressure drop operating limt for venturi-rod deck
scrubbers on indurating furnaces be determ ned on a daily
aver age basi s.

To address the technical issues raised by the
comenters, we have witten the final rule to allow the
use of pressure drop data from PMtests conducted on or
after Decenber 18, 2002 (the proposal date) to establish
the operating limt for venturi-rod deck scrubbers
controlling em ssions fromindurating furnaces. The
hi storical pressure drop data nust be froma certified
test for which the PM em ssion concentration was at or
bel ow t he applicable indurating furnace limt in Table 1
to the final rule. 1In addition, the basis for conpliance
with the pressure drop operating limt for venturi-rod
deck scrubbers on indurating furnaces has been witten as
an hourly average not a daily average.

COVS

Comment: Two commenters stated that there shoul d
not be any requirenent to install or operate a COMS. The
commenters do not support setting an opacity limt on a
case-by-case and site-by-site basis. |In addition, the
commenters asserted that the opacity will be | ow enough

to be outside of the range of error for the test nethod
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(the COVMS), and sources could create a reportable
devi ation without truly exceeding the actual opacity
limt. Instead, the commenters stated that there should
be a requirenent for a visible em ssion check, as is
required in the Portland Cement NESHAP.

Response: We have verified with equi pnent vendors
that COMS are available that will provide accurate
readi ngs at | ow opacity conditions. Certain nodels of
COMS can neasure opacity as low as 0.1 percent with an
accuracy of +/- 0.3 percent. |In addition, the COMS
vendors indicated that the COMS will provide accurate
readi ngs under the noisture conditions present at
taconite facilities (typically 9 percent noisture).
However, we understand that currently there are no COMS
in operation at taconite plants (one facility has
scheduled a trial installation for later this year) and
that due to equi pnent and installation costs or site-
specific operating conditions, a COMS may not be the best
option for each plant. Therefore, in the final rule we
have provided two options for the operating limts for
dry ESP: the 6-m nute average opacity, as nonitored
using a COMS; or the daily average secondary voltage and

the daily average secondary current for each field, as
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moni t ored using a CPMS.

During our dry ESP discussions with industry, it was
requested that we add specific nonitoring requirenments
for wet ESP. After discussion with the industry and
St ate agencies, we established the follow ng nonitoring
paranmeters for wet ESP

e daily average secondary voltage for each field;

e daily average stack outlet tenperature; and

e daily average water flow rate.

Therefore, the final rule contains requirenents to
establish operating limts for these paraneters during
the initial performance test. Plants nust al so nonitor
t hese paranmeters such that they are maintained at or
above the operating Ilimts (for secondary voltage and
water flow rate), or below the operating limts (for
stack outl et tenperature).

E. How did we revise the baseline em ssions?

Comment: Two commenters stated that the HAP
em ssion values in the preanble need to be updated to
accurately reflect what is currently being emtted.
Specifically, one of the commenters stated that U.S.
Steel has nore recent testing data that can be used to

update the estimtes. Another one of the commenters
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asserted that HAP em ssions fromtaconite ore plants are
i naccurately characterized. The comenter stated that
several conpanies have nore recent test data and EPA can
revise the HAP em ssions accordingly. The commenter

stated that a nore accurate depiction of the em ssions

will alter the econom ¢ anal ysis.
Response: In follow up discussions with the

i ndustry, we asked themto submt any test data that
were not reflected in the proposal anal yses. W received
the follow ng additional em ssion tests:

* Engineering Em ssions Test Report for Tilden
conducted the week of Novenmber 4, 1999. Tested PM
nitrogen oxides (NQ), HCl, HF, benzene, hexane, toluene,
for mal dehyde, netals, and asbestos.

e Particulate and Metals Em ssion Study for Tilden
conducted May 7 to 11, 2002. Tested total PM and netals.

* MPCA spreadsheet incorporating Mnntac em ssions
tests for Decenmber 2002 and August 2001. Tested
formal dehyde, HCl, HF, chlorine, and fluorine.

* Northshore formal dehyde em ssions tests conducted
on March 6, 2003.

We have reviewed the test data |listed above and have

revised the baseline HAP em ssions as appropriate. The
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basel i ne HAP em ssions have been nodified as follows:

» Baseline formal dehyde em ssi ons were updated for
M nntac, Northshore, and Tilden. The baseline
f or mal dehyde em ssions for EVTAC and Inland were al so
updat ed, since their formal dehyde em ssion factors were
based on Northshore estimates. This resulted in a
decrease in baseline fornmal dehyde em ssions from 180.7 to
30.1 tpy. This had no effect on the HAP em ssion
reduction estimte since we assunmed that there would be
no formal dehyde em ssion reductions.

* Baseline HC and HF em ssions were updated for
M nntac and Tilden. This resulted in a decrease in
baseline HCIl em ssions from349.1 to 274 tpy and a
decrease in baseline HF em ssions from 308 to 229 tpy.
As a result, the em ssion reduction from acid gases
decreased from 356.1 to 256 t py.

F. How did we select the pollutants?

Mer cury

Comment: Seventeen commenters stated that EPA has a
statutory obligation to set em ssion standards for
mercury. Several commenters specifically cited National
Linme. One comenter stated that the fact that no

specific type of control technology has yet proven
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effective and affordable for taconite processi ng cannot
| egally excuse the industry fromregulation. Thirteen
commenters asserted that EPA's practice of not setting
standards for industries that do not yet control their
em ssions is illegal and encourages the industry to do as
little as possible to control nmercury.

One commenter encouraged EPA to consult with the
M nnesota Departnent of Natural Resources, Division of
Lands and M nerals, to get the npbst up-to-date
information on potential mercury control strategies for
taconite facilities before pronulgation. The commenter
stated that viable nercury control technol ogies or
strategies may be identified in the very near future.
The comrenter asserted that the best strategies to
control nmercury may be operational nodifications such as
di fferent handling practices for captured dust from
i ndurating furnaces.

Two comenters stated that the EPA nust set an
em ssion standard for mercury based on the statute’s
“m ni mum stringency requirenment” (i.e., the MACT fl oor)
even if specific technol ogies or operating practices to
achieve it have not been identified. One commenter

stated that if no such controls or practices are being



63
used, EPA nust find sonme other factor on which to base
the standard. Three commenters suggested that EPA
determ ne the floor based on the average nercury em ssion
| evel of the five plants (or furnaces) with the | owest
em ssions, and then set the mercury emssion limt there.
One commenter stated that if certain plants will not be
able to neet such a standard within 4 years, the statute
provides relief through a Presidential exenption for a
period of not nore than 2 years. The commenter also
contends that the CAA allows relief for a conmpany that
makes a significant effort to identify and inpl enment
effective controls but is still unable to neet the
standard by the 4-year deadline. The commenter stated
that EPA included a simlar provision in the Portland
Cement NESHAP. The commenter believes that setting a
standard woul d i nduce the industry to invest in research
and devel opnent to neet it. The commenter stated that
prom sing mercury control technol ogies for the taconite
i ndustry are on the horizon. The comenter stated that
t he EPA should investigate the COHPAC- TOXECON system
corona di scharge, and catalytic oxidation, as well as an
iron oxi de sorbent system being tested in M nnesota.

One commenter stated that EPA recognized in the
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proposed rule that the nercury content of the taconite
ore is the “key factor” affecting nmercury em ssions. The
comment er reasoned that by setting a nercury standard,

pl ants that use ore with high mercury content will have
to find ways to reduce nercury em ssions, including
switching to cleaner raw materials or installing
pol l uti on controls.

One comenter stated that the final rule should
consi der precluding the use of coal, even as a secondary
fuel, to control nmercury em ssions.

Thirteen commenters recommended that EPA establish a
reasonable limt for mercury and allow relief for a
conpany that is unable to neet the limt after making
appropriate technol ogical or research investnents.

Two comenters requested nore information supporting
EPA's finding that “we were unable to find any viable
control technol ogies or operating procedures for
achi eving reduction in mercury em ssions fromindurating
furnaces at taconite iron ore plants.” One of the
commenters requested the cost of control per ton of
mercury control that was estimated in EPA s anal ysis.
Both comenters stated that control technol ogi es being

devel oped for coal-fired power plants could be used to
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control mercury em ssions fromtaconite facilities. Two
commenters mentioned activated carbon injection as a
potential mercury control for taconite plants.

One comenter stated that, both within the
bi nati onal program and in national policy docunents, the
EPA insinuates that the NESHAP programis the neans by
whi ch the Agency will achieve nmercury reduction goals.
The comrenter asserted that an em ssion [imt for mercury
shoul d be set that pushes the industry to research and
devel op control technol ogy but also allows for relief if
a conpany is unable to nmeet the standard after diligently
pur sui ng such technology. The standard should al so
i nclude nmercury nonitoring requirenents.

Three commenters stated that if mercury em ssions
fromthe taconite industry are not reduced, the goals of
the binational programto protect the Lake Superior Basin
cannot be met. One commenter stated that, if EPA does
not intend to set standards for mercury em ssions from
i ndustries that currently do nothing to control their
em ssions and that do not devel op control technology on a
voluntary basis, its regulations (if not its authority)
are inadequate to protect the Great Lakes and other G eat

Waters from nmercury deposition. The comenter stated
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that EPA's refusal to take action under CAA section
112(m because authority is avail able under CAA section
112(d), and then failing to use the CAA section 112(d)
authority is unacceptable. Furthernore, the comrenter
stated that Congress directed the EPA to take action to
protect the Great Waters by 1995. The comenter stated
t hat postponing regul ations until residual risk standards
are required violates the spirit (if not the letter) of
t he congressi onal mandate.

One commenter stated that beyond-the-floor standards
are warranted for nmercury. The commenter stated that a
mercury standard based on devel opi ng technol ogies is
“achi evable.” The commenter stated that EPA coul d base
beyond-the-fl oor nercury standards on the reductions that
coul d be achieved through raw materi al change (Il ow-
mercury ore), fuel change (natural gas), or control
technol ogi es (wet scrubbers, carbon beds, or activated
carbon injection). The comenter recomended that EPA
i nvestigate the COHPAC- TOXECON system whereby a pul se-
j et baghouse is installed downstream from exi sting ESP
controls, and a sorbent injection systemis installed
bet ween the existing ESP and the baghouse. The commenter

al so suggested that EPA | ook at devel oping multipol | utant
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t echnol ogi es, such as corona discharge, catalytic
oxi dation, and iron oxide sorbent systens being tested in
M nnesot a.

One comrenter cited estimted costs for activated
carbon systens that were devel oped for coal-fired boilers
t hat ranged from $4,940 to $70, 000 per pound ($9.9 to
$140 mllion/ton) of nmercury renoved at 90 percent
control (USDOE, Septenber 2002; NESCAUM June 2000). The
comment er al so provided costs for carbon filter beds used
in European waste incinerators of $513 to $1, 083 per
pound ($1.0 to $2.2 mIlion/ton) of nmercury renoved at 99
percent control. The comenter stated that the control
costs for indurating furnaces should |ie sonewhere
bet ween the two cost ranges. The comenter al so provided
estimated costs for enhanced wet scrubbing systens for
coal -fired boilers of $76,000 to $174, 000 per pound ($152
to $348 million/ton) of mercury renmoved (NESCAUM June
2000) .

Response: There is no way to set a floor standard
for mercury that is “achievable,” as required by CAA
section 112(d)(2), because there is no standard that can
be duplicated by different sources or replicable by the

sanme source. The opinion in National Linme did not dea
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with a situation where an em ssion standard was
unachi evabl e for these reasons. Mercury emtted from
taconite iron ore processing plants originates primarily
fromthe ore itself and to a nmuch | esser extent the fuels
powering the process. None of the taconite iron ore
processi ng plants control mercury em ssions by using
at-the-stack controls. Thus, any differences in nmercury
em ssions fromexisting indurating furnaces reflect
different nmercury levels in raw materials or fossil fuels
used at the individual plants. Attenpting to base a
mercury standard (either a floor standard, or a beyond-
the-floor standard) on raw material substitution (i.e.,
ore substitution), however, would | ead to unachi evabl e
standards for all sources, because this neans of control
is not duplicable or even replicable.

A study by the Col eraine M nerals Research
Laboratory in 1997 stated that “the mercury volatilized
during pellet induration is not the same for every
taconite operation. There is a correlation between the
amount of mercury volatilized during induration and the
| ocation of the taconite operation. The taconite
operations that are | ocated on the west end of the Mesabi

Il ron Range volatilize nmore mercury during pellet
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i nduration than those on the east end of the range.”
This correlation was confirmed in a report by the

M nnesota Departnent of Natural Resources (Berndt, 2002)
with the nmercury concentrations present in the ore
varying from 21 parts per billion (ppb) at the west end
of the range to 0.6 ppb for facilities |ocated on the
east end of the range. Each taconite iron ore processing
plant is located directly proximate to its own m ni ng
source. Transportation costs of procuring raw materials
fromother |locations are prohibitive. A plant has no
access to the raw ore used by anot her plant and,
consequently, could not duplicate the mercury em ssions
performance of the other plant. The ore processing
operations at a given plant are dependent on the type of
ore mned. The east range ores are typically finer and
harder requiring different processing steps in crushing,
grinding, and flotation. Because of the differences in
processi ng for each type of ore, it is not feasible for
any one facility to process different ores mned from
mul tiple locations in the range. Moreover, because iron
ore deposits are variable in nercury content, there is no
way to assure that even a source processing its own ore

could replicate its own performance, since the next ore
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batch could contain higher concentrations of nercury.
Based on the above justifications, we have determ ned
that it is infeasible for taconite plants to reduce
mercury em ssions by switching to “cleaner” ores.

Natural gas is the primary fuel used by the taconite
i ndustry to fuel the process. Fromthe period of 1995 to
1997, the burning of coal constituted only between 9 and
18 percent of the overall energy input for taconite
i ndurating furnaces. During the sanme period, natural gas
constituted between 73 and 83 percent of the overall
energy input for taconite indurating furnaces. Although
very little coal is used overall by the industry, it is
critical for certain plants to have coal available to
them as a backup fuel when natural gas may not be
avai |l abl e or when seasonal fluctuations in the price of
natural gas nake its use uneconom cal. Therefore, based
on the negligible inpact of coal on nmercury em ssions in
the industry and the inportance of maintaining backup
fuel options, fuel switching is not a feasible neans of
controlling HAP netal em ssions (including mercury) for
the taconite industry.

Based on these facts, EPA cannot accept the comrent

that it nust establish a floor standard by averagi ng the
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| owest nercury em ssion values of the so-called best-
perform ng 12 percent of sources. In the next
performance test, all of these nmercury values could be
hi gher (no matter what nethod would be used to establish
“best performng”), because there are no neans of
controlling ore concentrations or feasibly using fuel
substitution. Such a standard sinply could not be
achi eved by any source. Not only is this not the intent
of a technol ogy-based standard, but would result in
sour ces being out-of-conpliance and, thus, possibly
shutting them down. This is not how MACT was intended to
function. “MACT is not intended . . . to drive sources
to the brink of shutdowmn . . .” (H R Rep. No. 101-490,
101st Cong. 2d sess. 328).

We note further that the mercury in the ore and the
fuel is present in trace amounts. The M nnesota
Departnment of Natural Resources stated that “nmercury
present in taconite occurs as a trace elenent, and cannot
be elimnated by sinply using a different fuel source or
by elim nating mercury-bearing conponents from materi al
to be conbusted.” (Berndt, 2002) This supports the
Agency’s technical determ nations that control via

substitutions of feed or fuel is neither feasible nor
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likely to be effective since randomvariability in the
feed will likely result in equal amounts of mercury being
emtted in any case. Indeed, as stated above, it is not
clear that even a single source could reliably duplicate
its own performance for nmercury em ssions due to the
smal | amobunts emtted and random variabilities in the
mercury content of the iron ore.

The comenters thensel ves acknow edge that viable
controls for nercury are not currently available for the
taconite industry:

* One comenter stated that “viable mercury control
technol ogi es or strategies may be identified in the very
near future.”

e One comenter stated that “setting a standard
woul d i nduce the industry to invest in research and

devel opnent to neet it. The commenter also stated that
“prom sing nmercury control technologies for the taconite
i ndustry are on the horizon.”

e« Two commenters stated that “control technol ogies
bei ng devel oped for coal-fired plants could be used to
control mercury em ssions fromtaconite facilities.”

Section 112(d) of the CAA requires that the EPA establish

em ssion standards that are “achi evable for new or
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exi sting sources.” Since we have not been able to
identify any currently enployed operating practices that
effectively reduce nmercury em ssions which are duplicable
or replicable, we cannot devel op an achi evabl e fl oor
st andar d.

Sone commenters al so suggested extended conpliance
peri ods (beyond the 3 years provided by section 112(i)(3)
of the CAA). The problem however, is not one of tine
but of the lack of existence of any nmeans of fl oor
control. Control of em ssions via raw material or fuel
substitution will not be avail able regardl ess of tinme
al l owed for conpliance.

Several commenters also noted that EPA's action here
could underm ne efforts to control nercury deposition in
the Great Lakes and questioned the adequacy of EPA's
action in light of the Agency’'s obligation under section
112(m (6) of the CAA to “determ ne whether the other
provi sions of this section [112] are adequate to prevent
serious adverse effect to public health and seri ous or
wi despread environnental effects” in the G eat Lakes.

The EPA, however, is not reopening its existing
determ nation that the section 112(d) and (f) standards

are adequate for this purpose. See generally 63 FR 14090
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(March 24, 1998); “Deposition of Air Pollutants to the
Great Waters: First Report to Congress (EPA-453/R-93-055,
1994); “Deposition of Air Pollutants to the Great Waters:
Second Report to Congress” (EPA-453/R-97-011, 1997). The
EPA notes further that the section 112(f) residual risk
process must eval uate (anong ot her things) whether a nore
stringent standard for nmercury is needed to prevent an
adverse environnmental effect (taking into consideration
costs, energy, safety and other relevant factors).

The comrenters’ statenments regarding potenti al
at-the-stack control options are legitimate
consi derations for beyond-the-floor standards, but after
eval uating the possibility of such controls against
techni cal considerations and the section 112(d)(2)
factors, we do not feel that a beyond-the-floor standard
for mercury is warranted.

One commenter indicated that different handling
practices for captured dust fromindurating furnaces, as
di scussed in a report by the M nnesota Departnent of
Nat ural Resources (Berndt, 2002), would be a good nethod
for controlling mercury. The control option investigated
in the report involves placing magnetite dust coll ected

by the wet scrubbers, which was found to be high in
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mercury, into the waste streamrather than recycling the
dust back to the indurating furnace. A review of the
report cited by the commenter reveals that, for the two
taconite plants studied, the costs of this approach
ranged from $28 to $254 mllion per ton of mercury
renoved ($14,000 to $127,000 per pound of mercury
renmoved). This high cost results fromthe | oss of over
$1 mllion of magnetite dust product ($25 per |long ton)
to prevent approximately 30 pounds of nmercury em ssions.
The study concludes that “due to the high cost of this
em ssion control method, the large uncertainty in the
cost estimates, and the |imted amount of emni ssion
reduction, it appears that nore research is needed before
mercury em ssion control methods can be put into practice
in taconite processing facilities.” W believe that the
hi gh cost, the small reduction in HAP em ssions, and

i ncreased waste di sposal do not justify this beyond-the-
floor alternative at this tine.

Ot her potential mercury controls cited by the
commenters include: wet flue gas desul furization (FGD),
baghouses, activated carbon injection, activated
car bon/ baghouse system (COHPAC), corona di scharge,

el ectro-catal ytic oxidation, and injection of copper-
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coated nmagnetic taconite concentrate.

Ni nety seven percent of the mercury emtted from
taconite plants is emtted fromthe indurating furnaces.
The nmercury emtted fromthe taconite indurating furnaces
is primarily elenmental nercury. Wt scrubbing systens,
such as wet FGD, “are very effective at renoving sol uble
ionic nmercury, but are not very effective at renoving
i nsol ubl e el enental mercury” (NESCAUM 2000). Therefore,
wet FGD systens were not considered to be a technically
vi abl e beyond-the-fl oor option.

Baghouses and control systens that utilize them
such as the COHPAC system cannot be used on taconite
i ndurating furnace stacks due to the high noisture
content of the exhaust gas. The high noisture content of
t he exhaust gas causes plugging problens that nake the
baghouses ineffective. Therefore, baghouses and control
systens based on baghouse technol ogy were not consi dered
to be a technically viable beyond-the-floor option.

In pilot scale studies at several electricity
generating boilers, carbon injection has provided up to a
90 percent reduction in nmercury em ssions. Estinmted
costs for installing activated carbon injection systens

on electricity generating boilers range from $10 to $140
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mllion per ton of mercury renoved ($5,000 to $70, 000 per
pound of nmercury renoved) (NESCAUM 2000; USDOE, 2002).
Activated carbon injection has been denonstrated to
provi de 95 percent control of mercury em ssions for
muni ci pal waste conbustors (NESCAUM 2000). Costs for
installing activated carbon injection for nunicipal waste
conbustors range from$0.4 to $1.74 mllion per ton of
mercury reduced ($211 to $870 per pound of nercury
reduced). However, NESCAUM points out that “this working
experience with small sources is not directly
transferable to large coal-fired boilers because of their
different flue gas characteristics” (NESCAUM 2000). The
cost per pound of mercury renoved for this industry with
activated carbon injection would be considerably higher
than the estimated cost for a utility boiler because the
capital and fixed operating costs would be simlar while
t hese plants have very |l ow nmercury em ssions. The high
cost, small reduction in HAP enm ssions, increased energy
usage, and additional waste generation do not justify
this beyond-the-floor alternative at this tine.

The corona di scharge, electro-catal ytic oxidation,
and copper-coated nmagnetic taconite concentrate injection

control technol ogies are describe by the comenter as
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“emerging technologies . . . that could potentially be
applied to the taconite sector as they mature and becone
nore cost-effective.” Based on the commenter’s own
description, these technol ogies are not currently ready
for application to the taconite industry. Therefore,
t hese technol ogi es were not considered in the
beyond-the-fl oor anal ysis.

I n evaluating these potential beyond-the-floor
options, we were unable to identify any viable control
t echnol ogi es or operating practices for achieving
reductions in nmercury em ssions fromtaconite iron ore
pl ants. Consequently, we chose the floor |evel of no
em ssions reduction as MACT.

Since specific controls for mercury are not
currently present in the industry and operating practices
that effectively reduce nmercury em ssions have not been
identified, we are selecting no em ssions reduction as
new source MACT.

Asbest os

Comment: Seventeen commenters stated that EPA
should set a limt for asbestos em ssions fromtaconite
plants as is required by the CAA. One comenter stated

t hat asbestos is designated as a HAP by the CAA. The
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commenter reasoned that if asbestos is emtted by the
taconite industry, the statute requires that EPA set a
standard for asbestos fibers. Based on the decision in

Reserve M ning Co. v. EPA, 514 f.2d 492, 526 (1975), the

coment er contends that the EPA nust consi der asbestos to
be a HAP emtted by the taconite industry. One commenter
contended that “lack of information” about asbestos
em ssions is an invalid reason for not setting standards.

Two commenters asserted that 30 years ago, EPA
stated that it intended to regul ate asbestos eni ssions
fromthe taconite industry. The same commenter stated
that the 1973 asbestos NESHAP had excl uded “m neral
processi ng operations that may contain asbestos as a
contam nant.” The comrenter further pointed out the
Congress rejected this approach when it passed the CAA
Amendnments of 1990.

One of the comenters pointed out that in a 1975

Reserve M ning decision, the U S. Court of Appeals for

the Eighth Circuit stated in regard to em ssions fromthe
Co. plant (now operated by Northshore) that “Reserve

di scharges fibers substantially identical and in sonme

i nstances identical to fibers of anpsite asbestos.” The

trial court heard extensive evidence as to the chem stry,
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crystal | ography, and norphol ogy of the cumm ngtonite-
grunerite present in the mned ore. This evidence
denonstrated that, at the |evel of the individual fiber,
a portion of Reserve s cumm ngtonite-grunerite cannot be
meani ngful l'y distinguished from anpsite asbest os.
Reserve attenpted to rebut this testinony by show ng that
t he gross norphol ogy of the two mnerals differed and the
characteristics of the two mnerals varied when
consi der ed
in crystal aggregations. Since, according to the
opi nions of sone experts, the individual fiber probably
serves as a carcinogenic agent, the district court viewed
the variations in mneralogy as irrel evant and determ ned
t hat Reserve discharges fibers substantially identical
and in sone instances identical to anmpsite asbestos.

One commenter stated that it should be noted in the
proposal preanble that only one m ne renmai ns operating at
the eastern end of the Mesabi Range where acicul ar
(needl e-l1ike) mnerals nay be present in the ore. The
commenter also stated that the proposal preanble
overstated the efforts of EPA's work group investigation
of asbestos in taconite ore. The commenter asserted that

the work group is focused mainly on vermculite and is
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unlikely to study or recomend “sol utions” for the
taconite industry.

One commenter stated that EPA' s refusal to set
beyond-the-fl oor standards for asbestos is unlawful.

Response: Although we are conpelled to devel op MACT
standards for HAP from mpj or sources, and "asbestos" is
listed as a HAP in section 112(b) of the CAA, “asbestos”
is not a single chem cal substance or an easily
identified group of chem cals or substances. CQur
previ ous regul atory experience with asbestos as an air
pol l utant has been limted to those substances
commercially used for their properties, such as a high
resi stance to heat and nost chem cals. Mre recently,

t he Agency has becone concerned with those and simlar
substances that may occur as a contam nant in other m ned
mat erials and then be released into the air during
processing activities.

When Congress |listed “asbhestos” as a HAP in section
112(b) (1), it did not further explain the termin the
statute, and EPA is not aware of any |egislative history
addressing the term asbestos. Currently, EPA regulatory
definitions for “asbestos” are provided in the Asbestos

NESHAP, as revised in 1990 (40 CFR 61. 141, subpart M,
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and the regul ations for addressi ng asbestos-contai ni ng
materials in schools (40 CFR 763.83). Both rul emaki ngs,
whi ch focus on comercial asbestos, define asbestos as
the asbestiformvarieties of six different m nerals:
chrysotile (serpentinite), crocidolite (riebeckite),
anosite (cunmm ngtonite-grunerite), anthophyllite,
actinolite, and tremolite. As some commenters have
indicated, it is correct that the ore fromthe eastern
end of the Mesabi Range is conprised to sone extent of
cunm ngtonite-grunerite and ferroactinolite (an iron-
based formof actinolite), two of the above |isted
asbestos-1i ke m nerals.

Simlarly, other Federal agencies’ standards for
“asbestos,” for exanple, the Occupational Safety and
Heal th Adm ni stration (OSHA), were devel oped for
commer ci al asbestos products and not asbestos as a
contam nant in another material (29 CFR parts 1910, 1915,
and 1926). Current OSHA wor kpl ace air regul ations apply
only to chrysotile, crocidolite, anmpbsite, and the
asbestiformvarieties of anthophyllite, trenolite, and
actinolite. The word asbestos is often added after the
m neral (e.g., trenolite asbestos) to signify that the

asbestiformvariety of the mneral is being referred to.



83

This is not necessary for chrysotile, crocidolite, or
anpsite because these are terns specific to the
asbestiformvarieties of the mnerals (which are
serpentine, riebeckite, and cunm ntonite-grunerite,
respectively).

Since the EPA first regul ated ashestos as a HAP, a
di stinction has been made on applying the term asbestos
to comercially manufactured products and not as a
contam nant in other materials. When the Asbestos NESHAP
was pronul gated in 1973, the EPA Adm ni strator made
explicit in acconmpanying comments that the NESHAP only
apply to asbestos m nes and asbestos mlls.
Approximately 1 year after the rule was pronul gated, EPA
further clarified the rule by stating it does not apply
to asbestos occurring as a contam nant as distingui shed
from asbestos as a product (39 FR 15397, May 3, 1974).
In a 1974 revision to the Asbestos NESHAP, the
Adm ni strator added a definition of “conmercial asbestos”
to distinguish asbestos which is produced as a product
from asbestos which occurs as a contam nant in other
mat eri al s.

Furthernore, when the CAA was anmended in 1990, EPA s

approach in devel opi ng NESHAP was significantly altered
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t hrough the use of the HAP |ist under section 112(b) and
the application of technol ogy-based standards under
section 112(d) instead of a strict risk-based approach.
However, the CAA anendnents in 1990 did not provide any
further guidance on how the definition of asbestos could
be applied beyond its use in the Asbestos NESHAP to
address asbestos as a contami nant in other materials.?
Based on EPA's historical use of the term “asbestos,” it
has been used in the context for comrercially produced
products and not, as yet, as a contam nant in other
products. In summary, there is no technical or
regul atory consensus on the set of mnerals pertinent to
cont am nant asbest os.

Not wi t hst andi ng the real technical uncertainties as
to howto classify the fibers in the Northshore
em ssions, comenters argued that the issue had al ready

been decided by virtue of the Eight Circuit’s Reserve

1 W& thus disagree with the comenter who stated,
wi t hout citation, that the 1990 amendnents to the CAA
were intended to conpel section 112(d) standards to
control the fibers emtted from non-comrercial sources.
The comrenter is correct in that section 112 is not
limted to comerci al asbestos em ssions, but nothing in
the statute or its legislative history of which EPA is
aware indicate that Congress intended a particul ar
meani ng of “asbestos” or that particular fiber-emtting
sources be regul ated under section 112 by virtue of the
i nclusion of “asbestos” in the list of HAP.
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M ni ng deci sion, which found that Reserve M ning (now
Nort hshore) emtted asbestos for purposes of ordering
injunctive relief. First, any suggestion that EPA is now
precluded from making a different factual determ nation

is not correct. The i ssue decided in Reserve Mning is

different fromthe one involved here: whether the
Nort hshore fibers are “asbestos” for purposes of section
112 (b) of the CAA, a provision not at issue in Reserve
M ning since it did not even exist at the tine of the
deci si on.

Second, EPA is not acting in the context of a plea

for general injunctive relief (as in Reserve Mning), but

rather to inplenent a limted grant of statutory
authority to regulate the HAP “asbestos.” W have | ooked
for existing, objective nmeans of determning if

Nort hshore’'s fibers are “asbestos” and currently find the
Situation uncertain. In light of this uncertainty, we
are not establishing MACT standards for the fibers
emtted by Northshore. Rather, the issue of which non-
commercial fibers are “asbestos” for purposes of section
112(b) is one that nust first be decided in a broader
cont ext .

I n response to the events surroundi ng exposures of
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residents to asbestos that occurred as a contam nant in a
vermculite mne in Libby, Mntana, EPA is currently
studying the conplex issues involved with asbestos
em ssions from beneficiation and subsequent processing of
m neral s where asbestos nmay be present as a contam nant.
One conponent of this activity is a conprehensive update
to the asbestos entry in the Agency’'s Integrated Risk
| nformati on System (IRIS). In the hazard and dose-
response assessnent pieces of the update, the current
i nformati on on m neral ogy, size, bioactivity and
chem stry of different asbestos fibers is being
considered. Wthin the past 3 years, the Agency has
sponsored or co-sponsored several technical neetings
ai med at bringing together the current know edge on
asbestos, its characteristics and related health effects.
These include, but are not limted to:

My 24-25, 2001, “Asbestos Health Effects
Conference” in Oakland, California;

e February 25-27, 2003, *“Asbestos Cancer Ri sk Peer
Consul tation” in San Francisco, California; and

* June 12-13, 2003, “Asbestos Mechanisns of
Toxicity Wbrkshop” in Chicago, Illinois.

| ntegration of the information gathered through these and
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ot her nmechanisnms will conpose the support docunents for
the new IRIS file and will assist us in decisionnmaking
regardi ng contam nant asbest os.

As part of the response to the findings in Libby,
t he Agency has devel oped an action plan which identifies
steps necessary to gather the information needed to
deci de whet her regul ations for sources of contam nant
asbestos em ssions are warranted. The action plan
specifies vermculite mning and processing operations as
the first area of focus. Contrary to one comrenter’s
assertion, the action plan also includes plans to assess
enm ssions, exposure and risk associated with asbestos
that occurs as a contam nant from other m ning and
processi ng operations, including taconite ore mning and
processing. That assessnent will inform decisions on
specific risk-based regul ati on of asbestos that occurs as
a contam nant in taconite ore mning and processing.
Specific risk-based em ssion |[imtations for asbestos are
not included in the technol ogy-based final rule.

I n addition, an International Fiber Synposium was
held in St. Paul, MNin April, 2003. The papers
presented at the synposiumare in a peer-review process

and will then be published. Once the proceedi ngs are
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publ i shed, the M nnesota Departnment of Health (MDH) w |
determine if they can conduct a risk assessnment for
fibers or if they can draw any concl usi ons about the
potential health inpacts fromfibers. Based on MDH s
findings, the MPCA and M nnesota Departnent of Natural
Resources nmay make policy changes with respect to fibers.
Until then, MPCA will continue to regul ate airborne
fibers from Northshore as required by the court who
deenmed the fibers a health concern.

Finally, we note that Northshore is in fact
controlling em ssions of its fibers in part with
baghouses, which are the optinum control technol ogy for
air emssion of fibers (a point made, anong ot her places,

in the Reserve M ning decision itself). Since the

Reserve M ning decision, anmbient air nonitoring around

the plant has denonstrated a significant reduction in
fiber em ssions through the installation of high
efficiency baghouses on ore crushing and handl i ng

em ssion units and wet ESP on the indurating furnace
exhaust stacks. Baghouses are not a control option for

i ndurating furnaces due to the high noisture content (10
to 15 percent) in the exhaust gases. The high npoisture

content causes PMto cake and plug the filtering materi al
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causing filters to be ineffective. 1In addition, further
reductions in fiber em ssions are expected through
conpliance with the PM em ssion standards in the final
rule. Representatives at Northshore have indicated that
exi sting em ssion units equipped with nmulticlones are
likely to be replaced with nore efficient PM control
devices in order to conply with the PM em ssion standards
in the final rule. Northshore representatives provided
us with the estimated costs for such an equi pnent
upgrade, and these control costs are reflected in our
revised cost inpacts for the final rule.

For mal dehyde

Comment: One commenter stated that EPA has a
statutory obligation to set em ssion standards for
formal dehyde. The comenter asserted that the standard
for formal dehyde nust be at |east as stringent as the
average formal dehyde em ssion |evel of the five best
perform ng plants. The comrenter stated that whether or
not there are feasible control technol ogies for
formal dehyde is irrel evant.

Response: As EPA stated at proposal, fornmal dehyde
(and ot her organic HAP) are emtted in very |ow

concentrations by taconite processing indurating
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furnaces, not because these organic HAP are contained in
feed or fuel input to the process, but rather as products
of inconplete combustion (PIC) necessarily generated when
fossil fuels are burned (in any type of process, not just
in indurating furnaces)(67 FR 77570). Formal dehyde from
i ndurating furnace em ssions has been nmeasured through
stack testing at concentrations that are typically |ess
than 1 part per mllion (ppm.

The EPA stated somewhat inaccurately at proposal
t hat fornmal dehyde em ssions fromindurating furnaces are
currently uncontrolled. It is clear fromcontext that we
meant that there are no current “at-the-stack” controls
for formal dehyde (and other PIC) em ssions fromthese
furnaces, although control of the conbustion process
m nimzes PIC (including formal dehyde) formati on and
hence PIC em ssions. W reiterate that at-the-stack
controls in place to control PM em ssions have no effect
on PIC em ssions. W also know of no feasible at-the-
stack control technol ogy for reducing fornmal dehyde
enm ssions at these extrenely | ow concentrations and at
t he exhaust gas tenperatures typically encountered at
i ndurating furnaces.

The only known technology for the control of
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formal dehyde em ssions at concentrations of less than 1
ppmis thermal catalytic oxidation, in which formal dehyde
is contacted with a precious netal catalyst in the
presence of oxygen and high tenperature (650 to 1, 350°F)
to yield carbon dioxide and water. Destruction
efficiencies of 85 to 90 percent have been denobnstrated
on formal dehyde em ssions contained in the exhaust gas
fromstationary conbustion turbines at concentrations in
the parts per billion range and tenperatures of 1, 000°F or
hi gher. Destruction efficiencies, however, decrease
exponentially at reaction tenperatures bel ow 650°F,
reaching less than 10 percent at exhaust gas tenperatures
of 300°F or lower, which is typical of npst indurating
furnaces. Burning large quantities of additional fuel,
such as natural gas, to heat the exhaust gases to the
desired tenperature would generate | arge additional
quantities of carbon dioxide (a gas potentially connected
to gl obal climte change) and NO, (ozone precursors). As
at proposal, given the significant issues of technical
feasibility and adverse environnental inpacts associ ated
with use of this technology, it is not the proper basis
for MACT standards (67 FR 77571).

We also reiterate that fuel switching is not a
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justifiable nmeans of control. Most indurating furnaces
currently utilize natural gas as a fuel, and PIC
em ssions are higher for natural gas than for coal, but
switching to coal would increase eni ssions of HAP netals
in much |l arger ampunts than the mniml PIC em ssions
attributable to natural gas burning. See S. Rep. 101-
228, 101st Cong. 1t sess. at 168 (“In cases where contro
strategies for two or nore different pollutants are in
actual conflict, the Adm nistrator shall apply the sane
principle — maxi mum protection of human health shall be
t he objective test.”)

Consequently, the only formof control currently
used and feasible to mnimze formal dehyde em ssions is
the proper and efficient operation of an indurating
furnace with GCP. It is clear fromthe | ow measured
| evel s of formal dehyde emtted fromthese furnaces that
this means of control is highly effective.

I n general, good efficiency of a conmbustion device
is governed by tinme, tenperature, and turbul ence, the
three “T"s” of combustion. Efficient combustion is
achi eved when a sel ected fuel reaches an opti num
tenperature for a mninmumresidence time with sufficient

turbul ence to all ow oxidation of all organic conpounds to
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conpletely react to the products of conbusti on--water and
carbon di oxi de. However, there are many phenonena
associ ated with conbustion that lead to the formation of
PI C. Exanpl es of possible phenonmena incl ude:
unburned fuel, quenches or cool zones in the combustion
area, fuel rich zones, |ow conbustion tenperatures,
insufficient air (oxygen) contact with fuel due to
limted turbul ence, and changes to the conmbusti on process
due to | oad sw ngs or feed changes.

Good conbustion practices typically enconpass
several elenments such as the proper operation of the
conbusti on process, routine inspection and performance
anal ysis of the process, and preventative maintenance.
More specific exanples of GCP indicating the range of
exi sting practices are listed bel ow

e Mintain operator |ogs;

» Devel op procedures for startup, shutdown, and
mal f uncti on;

e Perform periodic evaluations or inspections;

e Perform burner or control adjustnents/tune-ups;

« Monitor and maintain concentrations of carbon
nonoxi de (CO), oxygen (GO), or carbon dioxide (CG) in

conpliance with site-specific concentration limts in the
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conmbusti on exhaust;

e Monitor and maintain conmbustion tenperatures
above a site-specific m ninmumval ue;

e Monitor fuel/air netering;

e Conply with a CO or total organic carbon (TOC)
em ssion limt;

e Mintain proper liquid fuel atom zation;

e Monitor fuel quality and handling procedures;

e Mintain conbustion air distribution; and

e Mintain fuel dispersion.

Al t hough all indurating furnaces need to use GCP to
m nimze PIC em ssions, determ ning what precisely is GCP
i nvol ves site-specific determ nations for each furnace.
For exampl e, sonme indurating furnaces have been required
to install NO; emi ssion controls such as | ow NO burners.
The basic method used in reducing NO, em ssions is a
reduction in conbustion tenperature, which is the
opposite strategy needed for mnimzing PIC (i.e.,
i ncreasi ng conbustion tenperature). Thus, due to
differences in furnace design, operation, firing fuel,
process controls, and air pollution control equipnent,
one set of GCP established for one type of indurating

furnace may be different fromthose needed for another
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type of indurating furnace.

In addition, State operating permts for the
taconite indurating furnaces do not require any specific
set of GCP. However, based on discussions held with
i ndustry representatives, all sources already use a w de
variety of work practices (e.g., existing Standard
Operating Procedures) to naintain proper and efficient
operation of each indurating furnace. See the July 11,
2003 nmenorandum “Meeting M nutes on Good Conbustion
Practices with Taconite Industry Representatives.”
Sources have a strong and i nherent econom c incentive to
ensure that fuel is not wasted, and that the conbustion
devi ce operates properly and is appropriately naintained.
The | ack of a uniform approach to assuring conbustion
efficiency is not surprising given the differences of
i ndurating furnace designs, and the fact that existing
Federal / State standards do not include GCP requirenents
for indurating furnaces.

Thus, we have determ ned that site-specific GCP are
the MACT floor for formal dehyde em ssions from existing
sources. |In evaluating potential beyond-the-fl oor
options, we considered the only known at-the-stack

technol ogy for the control of formal dehyde em ssions at
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concentrations of less than 1 ppm-thermal catalytic

oxi dati on, which was described earlier. However, as

di scussed previously, given the significant issues of
technical feasibility (e.g., |ow exhaust gas
tenperatures, high volunetric flow rates of exhaust gas,
and | ow concentrations of fornmal dehyde), adverse

envi ronnmental inpacts in the formof increased energy
use, and the tremendous additional cost associated with
use of this technol ogy, we determ ned that a standard
based on use of thermal catalytic oxidation was not a

vi abl e beyond-the-fl oor option. Since there is no other
form of em ssion control or work practice to contro

f or mal dehyde em ssions fromindurating furnaces, the
site-specific GCP docunented in the operation and

mai nt enance plan were al so determ ned as the MACT fl oor
for formal dehyde em ssions from new i ndurati ng furnace
sour ces.

We further find that under CAA section 112(h)(1), it
is not feasible to prescribe or enforce an em ssion
standard for HAP because at-the-stack controls are not
feasi ble (as explained earlier), and nonitoring
paranmeters related to GCP can only neaningfully result in

m nimzation of PIC em ssions if such nonitoring
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paranmeters are quantified on a site-specific basis.

Since it is not possible to identify any uniform
requi renents or set of work practices that woul d
meani ngfully reflect the use of GCP, the final rule
requi res each source to identify site-specific work
practices for each indurating furnace and to docunent
these GCP in an operation and mai ntenance plan in
accordance with 863. 9600 of the final rule. A GCP
control strategy could include a nunber of conbustion
conditions and work practices which, applied
col l ectively, promote good conbustion performance and
mnimze the formati on of fornmal dehyde/ PI C em ssi ons.
Thus, the MACT requirenent for these sources is to use
GCP, and for each source to devel op an operation and
mai nt enance plan that details appropriate operating
paranmeters for each of the follow ng el enents of GCP, or
expl ai ns why such operating paraneters are either
i nappropriate or unnecessary for the source
(“inappropriate” or “unnecessary” to be determ ned by the
degree to which PIC formation from fuel conmbustion in the
furnace is mnimzed):

* Proper operating conditions for each indurating

furnace (e.g., mnimm conbustion tenperature, nmaxi num CO
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concentration in the furnace exhaust gases, burner
alignment, or proper fuel-air distribution/mxing).

* Routine inspection and preventative mai ntenance
and correspondi ng schedul es of each indurating furnace.

» Performance anal yses of each indurating furnace.

» Keeping applicable operator |ogs.

* Keeping applicable records to docunment conpliance
with each el enment.
A source’s conpliance with its startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan also will contribute to GCP.

A final determ nation that the values established in
t he operation and mai ntenance plan are appropriate GCP
for the source would then be achieved by submtting the
plan to the Adm nistrator on or before the conpliance
date that is specified in 863.9583 of the final rule for
the affected source. The operation and mai ntenance pl an
must explain why the chosen el enents and work practices
are considered GCP for the affected source. The
quantified parameters (e.g., furnace operating
tenperature) contained in the plan become enforceable
operating conditions unless and until the Adm nistrator
acts to establish new paraneters.

The Adm nistrator will evaluate the denpnstration
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and determ ne whet her the chosen el ements and work
practices mnimze the formation of fornmal dehyde (and
other PIC) and so constitute GCP for the furnace. The
Adm nistrator will review the adequacy of the site-
specific procedures and the records to denonstrate that
the plan constitutes GCP. |[|f the Adm nistrator
determ nes that any portion of the plan is not adequate,
we can reject those portions of the plan and request
addi tional information addressing the rel evant issues.
Finally, with respect to the commenter’s point that
EPA is obligated to establish MACT standards for
for mal dehyde, EPA has established such standards, based
on GCP i npl enented by nmeans of an operation and
mai nt enance plan and site-specific determ nations through
the permtting process, as explained above.

HCl and HF

Comment: One commenter stated that EPA has a clear
statutory obligation to set em ssion standards for each
listed HAP, including HC and HF. The comenter asserted
that, just because plants are achieving sone incidental
control of acid gases, it does not free EPA of its
statutory obligation to set a specific emssion limt for

HCl and HF. Two commenters stated that EPA nmust set a
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standard for HCl and HF that reflects, at a mninmum the
average em ssion |l evel achieved by the five best

perform ng plants. One comrenter cited the National Line

opi nion which states “The CAA requires EPA to set MACT
floors upon the average em ssion |limtation achieved; it
nowher e suggests that this achievenent nust be the
product of specific intent.”

One commenter stated that EPA's rejection of
beyond-the-fl oor standards for HCI and HF is not |ogical
when a technol ogy is avail able and substantially reduces
HAP. The commenter contended that avail able acid gas
control technology would yield a far greater degree of
reduction than is required by EPA' s proposed standards,
whi ch require no reduction at all.

Response: Acid gases (HCI and HF) are fornmed in the
i ndurating furnace due to the presence of chlorides and
fluorides in pellet additives, such as dolomte and
limestone, as well as in the ore bodies. The taconite
i ndustry has not installed equipnment specifically for the
pur pose of controlling acid gases fromindurating furnace
stacks, but, as the commenters correctly note, intent is

irrelevant in determ ning HAP control (National Linme).

VWhat matters is the extent of control, where control in
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fact occurs. Test data for HCl and HF em ssions were
avai l abl e from seven indurating furnaces at six taconite
pl ants. Since nost of the furnaces have nultiple stacks,
these tests represent em ssions fromfifteen control
devices: 8 venturi scrubbers, 2 multiclones, 3 dry ESP,
and 2 wet ESP. These data show that, except for
em ssions from stacks controlled with nmulticlones, HC
and HF are emtted fromindurating furnaces at very | ow
concentrations, typically less than 3 ppm

Of the six plants for which HCl and HF test data
were avail able, three plants conducted PM em ssions tests
concurrently with the HCl and HF tests. These tests
represent em ssions from3 furnaces and 8 em ssion
control devices: 4 venturi scrubbers, 2 nulticlones, and
a dry ESP/wet ESP ducted together. An analysis of the
HCl and HF em ssions data and the correspondi ng PM
em ssions data indicates that, for this industry, there
is a correlation between acid gas and PM em ssions from
control devices on indurating furnaces. Specifically,
the data indicate that stacks with higher PM em ssions
al so have higher acid gas em ssions, and |ikew se, stacks
with | ower PM eni ssions have |ower acid gas em ssions

(“Correlation of Acid Gas Em ssions to PM Em ssions for
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Taconite I ndurating Furnaces,” July 2003). Consi stent
with this correlation, the best perform ng sources for PM
are also the best performng for acid gas em ssi ons.

There is an engi neering basis for this correlation.
Due to the strong affinity of acid gases for water, PM
control equipnent that uses water, such as wet scrubbers
and wet ESP, has the capability of reducing HCl and HF
enm ssions substantially. Therefore, wet scrubbers and
wet ESP control technol ogies used for the reduction of PM
em ssions fromtaconite indurating furnaces to achieve
t he MACT | evel of control for HAP netals are expected to
achi eve a reduction of acid gas em ssions as well.
St andards requiring good control of PMem ssions for this
i ndustry will also achieve control of acid gas em ssions.
For the taconite industry, PM em ssions can be used as a
surrogate for the acid gases emtted fromtaconite
i ndurating furnaces. Therefore, we are establishing
standards for total PMas a surrogate pollutant for the
acid gases, HCl and HF. This finding is valid only for
these taconite indurating furnace data; data for other
i ndustries may not show a correlation between acid gas
em ssions and PM eni ssions. Therefore, this finding

shoul d not be used as a precedent in other rul emakings.
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Est abl i shing separate standards for acid gases woul d
i npose costly and significantly nore-conpl ex conpliance
and nmonitoring requirenents. |In addition, establishing
separate standards for acid gases would achieve little,
if any, HAP em ssions reductions beyond what woul d be
achi eved using the total PM surrogate poll utant approach.
Consequently, EPA has chosen to establish a standard for
acid gases using the PM surrogate. Therefore, the MACT
floor level of control for acid gases is equivalent to
(and expressed as) the MACT fl oor |evel of 0.01 gr/dscf
for PM

We t hen exam ned the beyond-the-floor option. The
next increment of control beyond the floor is the
installation of venturi scrubbers or dry ESP capabl e of
meeting a PM concentration Iimt of 0.006 gr/dscf, which
is equivalent to the level of PMcontrol required for new
furnaces. We estimate the additional capital cost of
going fromthe MACT |evel of 0.01 gr/dscf for PMto 0.006
gr/dscf to be $99.7 mllion per year. W estinmate the
correspondi ng additional reduction in acid gases achieved
by this PMIlevel to be 112 tons of acid gases. The cost
per ton of acid gas is $890,000/ton. The energy increase

woul d be expected to be 53,436 nega-watt hours per year,
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primarily due to the energy requirenents of new wet
scrubbers and dry ESP. (Beyond-the-Floor Analysis for
Acid Gases, July 2003). The high cost, the small
reduction in HAP em ssions, and the additional energy
requi renments do not justify this beyond-the-floor
alternative for acid gases. Consequently, we chose the
MACT fl oor | evel of control for PMof 0.01 gr/dscf as the
exi sting indurating furnace MACT for acid gases. New
source MACT for acid gases is equivalent to the PM new
source MACT | evel of 0.006 gr/dscf.

By establishing a standard for acid gases, we have
addressed the commenters’ point that the Agency is
|l egally obligated to do so.

PM as a Surrogate for Metallic HAP

Comment: One commenter asserted that EPA cannot use
a surrogate when doing so would result in regulations
that do not include em ssion standards for each |isted
HAP or in standards that do not at |east match the
average enm ssion level that the best sources achieve.
The commenter pointed out that the Court has already held
that the use of PMas a surrogate for non-nmercury netals
is not reasonable and, therefore, not |awful where

factors other than PM control affect em ssions of such
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metals (National Line). The commenter reasoned that,

since each plant’s actual nmetallic HAP eni ssion |evels
are influenced not just by PM control technol ogy but also
to a very |large extent by the HAP netal content in the
ore used, the use of PMas a surrogate for non-nercury
metal s i s unlawful.

The comenter stated that, in the past, EPA has
recogni zed that it can set standards for groups of netals
t hat behave simlarly (for exanple, in the hazardous
wast e conmbustors rule). The commenter asserted that EPA
has no basis for assumng that its only two options are
either to set a PMstandard for all HAP or to set
i ndi vi dual em ssion standards for each HAP. The
commenter stated that EPA nmust explain why it cannot set
em ssion standards for groupings of nmetals or for
representative surrogate netals rather than just a PM
st andar d.

The comrenter explained that the correlati on of PM
to any given netal varies with the volatility of the
metal in question; therefore, EPA cannot assune that all
the netals emtted by taconite plants will consistently
behave as PM The comenter stated that different PM

control devices have different collection efficiencies



106
for different metals. Therefore, the commenter stated
that, even if all taconite plants had identical HAP netal
i nput, EPA could not assune that any two plants have
identical (or even simlar) em ssion rates for any given
met al .

Two comrenters supported using PMas a surrogate for
total HAP em ssions. The comenters stated that “it is
far nore appropriate to use PMfor total netal HAP than
to attenpt to specialty individual netal HAP. The
earthen material that is processed is not necessarily
identical in conposition in each and every shovel ful of
material. 1t would be inpossible to account for
differences in individual HAP metal content for each | oad
processed.”

Response: W disagree with the first comenter; PM
is a valid surrogate for the HAP netal conmpounds enmtted
fromtaconite iron ore processing plants. As indicated
in the preanble to the proposed rule, netallic HAP are
emtted fromore crushing and handling units, indurating
furnaces, finished pellet handling units, and ore dryers.
We determned that it is not practical to establish
i ndi vidual standards for each netallic HAP that could be

present in the various processes (e.g., separate
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st andards for manganese conpound em Ssions, separate
standards for | ead conmpound emn ssions, and so forth for
each netal conmpound group |listed as HAP that is
potentially present).

A key paraneter for the control of both sem -
vol atile and non-volatile netal conmpounds is the
operating tenperature of the air pollution control device
that is applied. At tenperatures of 200 to 400 °F, the
range typical of control devices applied to em ssions
fromtaconite indurating furnaces, any sem -volatile and
non-vol atile HAP nmetal conpounds present, except
el emental nmercury, would exist in the formof fine PM
and, therefore, would be controlled in direct
relationship to PM As a result, strong correl ations
exi st between PM em ssions and em ssions of the
i ndi vidual netallic HAP conmpounds. Control technol ogies
used for the reduction of PM em ssions achi eve conparable
| evel s of reduction of netallic HAP em ssions. Standards
requiring good control of PMem ssions will also achieve
a simlar level of control of nmetallic HAP em ssions.
Therefore, we are establishing standards for total PM as
a surrogate pollutant for the individual netallic HAP.

Establ i shing separate standards for each netallic HAP
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woul d i npose costly and significantly nore conpl ex
conpliance and nonitoring requirements. |In addition,
establ i shi ng separate standards for each netallic HAP
woul d achieve little, if any, HAP em ssions reductions
beyond what woul d be achi eved using the total PM
surrogate pollutant approach.
V. Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econon c
| npact s

The environnental, energy, and econom c inpacts of
the final rule are based on the replacenent of poor
perform ng controls at existing sources with new controls
capabl e of nmeeting the em ssion limts established in the
final rule. We did not estimate inpacts for new sources
since we do not project any new or reconstructed affected
sources becom ng subject to the new source MACT
requirenents in the foreseeable future. Specifically, we
anticipate that two plants will install new inpingenent
scrubbers on a total of 33 out of the 264 ore crushing
and handling em ssion units to neet the PM em ssion
limt. W expect that four plants will install new
venturi-rod wet scrubbers or will upgrade existing wet
scrubbers on at |east one of their indurating furnaces.

In total, we estimate that the existing controls will be
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replaced with new venturi-rod wet scrubbers on three of
the 47 indurating furnace stacks. We estinmate that the
existing controls will be upgraded with new conponents on
ei ght of the 47 indurating furnace stacks. W anticipate
that four plants will install new inmpingenment scrubbers
on a total of 11 out of the 82 finished pellet handling
em ssion units to neet the finished pellet handling PM
em ssion limt.

A. \VWhat are the air em ssion inpacts?

The installation of new controls and upgrades
di scussed in the preceding paragraph will result in
reductions in em ssions of nmetal HAP, acid gases, and PM
Overall, the final standards are expected to reduce HAP
em ssions by a total of 270 tpy, a reduction of about 43
percent. Metallic HAP em ssions will be reduced by 14
tpy (a 42 percent reduction) and acid gas em ssions (HC
and HF) will be reduced by 256 tpy (a 51 percent
reduction). |In addition, the final standards are
expected to reduce PM em ssions by 10,538 tpy, a
reducti on of about 62 percent.

B. What are the cost inpacts?

The total installed capital costs to the industry

for the installation of control equipnment are estimated



110

to be $57 mllion. Total annualized costs are estimted
at $9 million/yr, which includes $4.5 million/yr in
capital recovery costs, $3.2 mllion/yr in em ssion
control device operation and nai ntenance costs, and $0.9
mllion/yr for nonitoring, recordkeeping and reporting.
These costs are based on the installation of new wet
scrubbers on 33 ore crushing and handling units, three

i ndurating furnace stacks, and 11 finished pellet
handl i ng units. The costs are al so based on upgrading
two wet scrubbers and six ESP for indurating furnaces.
In addition, the estimte includes the cost of bag | eak
det ection systens for baghouses, CPMS for scrubbers and
wet ESP, and COMS for dry ESP.

C. \Vhat are the econonic inpacts?

We prepared an econom c analysis to evaluate the
i npact the final rule will have on the producers and
consuners of taconite and society as a whole. The
taconite industry consists of eight conpani es owni ng
ei ght m ning operations, concentration plants, and
pel l etizing plants. The total annualized social cost of
the final rule is $8.6 mllion (in 2002 dollars), which
is alnost the same as the total annualized conpliance

cost. This cost is distributed anong consuners (mainly



111
steel mlls) who may buy | ess and/or spend nore on
taconite iron ore as a result of the Taconite NESHAP,
i ncludi ng merchant taconite producers that sell their
out put on the market, integrated iron and steel plants
t hat produce and consune the taconite captively within
t he conpany, steel producers that use electric arc
furnace (EAF) technology to produce steel from scrap, and
foreign producers. Consuners incur $2.8 mllion of the
total social costs, nerchant producers incur $3.7 mllion

in costs, and integrated iron and steel producers incur

$4.5 mllion in costs. The EAF producers and foreign
producers enjoy a net gain in revenues of $1.1 mllion
and $1.3 mllion, respectively.

Qur analysis indicates that the taconite iron ore
mar ket wil|l experience m nimal changes in the price and
guantity of ore produced, and in the prices and
quantities of steel mIlIl products (sonme of which are
produced using taconite). Prices in the taconite iron
ore market are estimated to increase by 0.17 percent
whi |l e producti on may decrease by 0.14 percent. The price
of steel m || products is projected to increase by |ess
t han 4/1000th of 1 percent and the quantity produced is

projected to change by | ess than 3/1000th of 1 percent.
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The EAF steel producers who make steel from scrap rather
than iron ore are projected to increase their output by
approxi mately 15/100th of 1 percent in response to the
slight increase in the price of steel m |l products.
Whil e the market overall shows m ninmal inpacts associ ated
with the final rule, the financial stability of the firns
operating in this market is very uncertain. The past few
years have been a period of trenmendous change in the iron
and steel industry, during which nore than 29 conpanies
in the industry have decl ared bankruptcy, several plants
have cl osed, and EAF technol ogy has secured a grow ng
share of the market. These changes have occurred due to
evol ving econom c¢ conditions, both donestically and
abroad, and technol ogi cal devel opments within the
i ndustry. Conditions continue to be challenging for iron
and steel producers. 1In an assessnent of the inpacts on
t he conpani es owning taconite plants, we find the
estimted costs of the final rule are uniformy |less than
1 percent of baseline sales revenues, and typically |ess
than 3 percent of baseline profits. However, four of the
conpani es had negative operating inconme in 2002, a period
of time during in which the entire Nation experienced

| ower than the historical average for economc activity.
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A nunmber of conpani es owning taconite plants have filed
for protection under Chapter 11 of the bankruptcy code
since 2001. Thus, there is reason to be concerned about
the financial condition of conpanies owning taconite
plants. The increnental effect of the final rule on firm
financial stability, however, is projected to be very
smal | .

We al so prepared a sensitivity analysis that
exam ned the regional inpacts of the final rule. All the
taconite production plants are |ocated within four
counties in Mnnesota and one in Mchigan. Thus, the
i npacts of the final rule are expected to be concentrated
geographically. W nodel ed the supply and demand
I i nkages of the various industries and households within
each county to estimte changes that may occur in the
region as the taconite industry conplies with the final
NESHAP. We estimate that as industries that interact
with the taconite industry (such as construction and
earth nmovi ng equi pnent industries) react to the changes
in the taconite market, and as household inconmes are
reduced as a result of changes in all the various
i ndustries in the region, the inpact of the final rule

will add approximately $0.4 million in econom c cost to
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the region. This represents approximtely 2/100ths of 1
percent of total sales in those counties. Thus, even
t hough the inpacts are concentrated in only five
counties, we believe that the inpacts on those county
economes will not be very | arge.

For nmore information on these econom c inpacts,
pl ease refer to the econom c inpact analysis that is in
the final rule docket (1D No. OAR-2002-0039).

D. VWhat are the non-air health, environnental., and

enerqgy i npacts?

We project that the inplenmentation of the final rule
will increase water usage by 8 billion gallons per year
i ndustrywide. This increased water usage is expected to
result fromthe installation of new wet scrubbers needed
for conpliance. Mich of this water will be discharged as
scrubber blowdown to the tailings basin(s) |ocated at
each plant. At two or nore of the affected facilities,
there is the potential that this increased wastewater
burden will result in new or aggravated viol ations of
permtted wastewater discharge limts fromthe tailings
basi ns unl ess significant neasures are taken to install
new or upgrade existing wastewater treatnent systens.

The energy increase is expected to be 14,309 negawatt -
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hours per year, primarily due to the energy requirenents
of new wet scrubbers.

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Requl atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735,

Cct ober 4, 1993), the EPA nust determ ne whether the
regul atory action is "significant"” and, therefore,
subject to review by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget
(OMB) and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The
Executive Order defines a "significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of
$100 mllion or nore or adversely affect in a materi al
way the econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
communi ti es;

(2) <create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenment, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns or the

ri ghts and obligations of recipients thereof; or
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(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out
of | egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

It has been determ ned that the final rule is not a
“significant regulatory action” under the terns of
Executive Order 12866, and is, therefore, not subject to
OMB revi ew.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to OVB under the
Paperwor k Reduction Act, 44 U S.C. 3501 et seq. The
information requirenments are not enforceable until OVB
approves them

The information requirenments are based on
notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
in the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart
A), which are mandatory for all operators subject to
NESHAP. These recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
are specifically authorized by section 112 of the CAA (42
US. C 7414). Al information submtted to the EPA
pursuant to the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
for which a claimof confidentiality is nmade is

saf eguarded according to Agency policies in 40 CFR part



2, subpart B.

The final rule requires applicable one-tine
notifications required by the General Provisions for each
affected source. As required by the NESHAP Gener al
Provi sions, all plants nmust prepare and operate by a
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan. Plants are also
required to prepare an operation and mai ntenance plan for
control devices subject to operating limts, a nonitoring
pl an for baghouses and CPMS, a fugitive em ssions control
pl an, and a performance testing plan. Records are
required to denonstrate continuous conpliance with the
noni toring, operation, and mai ntenance requirenments for
control devices and nonitoring systens. Sem annual
conpliance reports also are required. These reports nust
descri be any deviation fromthe standards, any period a
continuous nonitoring systemwas “out-of-control,” or any
startup, shutdown, or malfunction event where actions
taken to respond were inconsistent with the startup,
shut down, and mal function plan. |f no deviation or other
event occurred, only a summary report is required.
Consistent with the General Provisions, if actions taken
in response to a startup, shutdown, or mal function event
are not consistent with the plan, an i mredi ate report

must be submtted within 2 days of the event with a
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letter report 7 days |ater.

The annual public reporting and recordkeepi ng burden
for this collection of informati on (averaged over the
first 3 years after [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] is estimated to total
111 | abor hours per year at a total annual cost of
920, 722, including | abor costs, nonitoring equipnment
capital costs, and operation and mai ntenance costs.

Total capital costs associated with the nonitoring

equi pnment is estimted at $4,576,955. The total
annual i zed cost of the nonitoring equipnent is estimted
at $392,751. This estimate includes the capital,
operating, and mai ntenance costs associated with the
installation and operation of the nonitoring equipnent.

Burden neans the total tinme, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tinme needed to review
instructions; develop, acquire, install, and utilize
t echnol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting,
val idating, and verifying information, processing and
mai ntai ning i nformati on, and di scl osing and providi ng

i nformation; adjust the existing ways to conply with any



previ ously applicable instructions and requirenents;
train personnel to respond to a collection of

information; search data sources; conmplete and review the
collection of information; and transmt or otherw se

di scl ose the information.

An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OvVB
control number. The OVB control nunmbers for EPA s
regul ations are listed in 40 CFR part 9. When this ICR
is approved by OVMB, the Agency will publish a technical

amendnent to 40 CFR part 9 in the Federal Register to

di splay the OVMB control nunmber of the approved
information collection requirements contained in the
final rule.

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act

The EPA has determned that it is not necessary to
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with the final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant economc
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities. For
pur poses of assessing the inpacts of today' s final rule
on small entities, small entity is defined as: a snall

busi ness according to the U S. Small Business



Adm ni stration (SBA) size standards for NAICS code 21221
(Taconite Iron Ore Processing Facilities) of 500 or fewer
enpl oyees; (2) a small governnental jurisdiction that is
a governnent of a city, county, town, school district or
special district with a population of |Iess than 50, 000;
and (3) a small organization that is any not-for-profit
enterprise which is independently owned and operated and
is not domnant in its field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econoni c inpact on a
substanti al nunber of small entities. Based on the SBA
size category for this source category, no small
busi nesses are subject to the final rule and its
requi renents.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnments and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, EPA generally nmust prepare a witten statenent,
including a cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and fi nal

rules with “Federal mandates” that may result in
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expenditures by State, local, and tribal governnents, in
t he aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100 mllion
or nore in any 1 year. Before promulgating an EPA rule
for which a witten statenent is needed, section 205 of
the UVRA generally requires EPA to identify and consider
a reasonabl e nunmber of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east costly, npbst cost-effective, or |east-
burdensome alternative that achieves the objectives of
the final rule. The provisions of section 205 do not
apply when they are inconsistent with applicable |aw.
Mor eover, section 205 allows EPA to adopt an alternative
ot her than the |east-costly, npbst cost-effective, or
| east - burdensone alternative if the Adm nistrator
publishes with the final rule an explanation why t hat
alternative was not adopted. Before EPA establishes any
regul atory requirenents that may significantly or
uni quely affect small governments, including tribal
governnments, it nust have devel oped under section 203 of
the UMRA a small governnment agency plan. The plan nust
provide for notifying potentially affected snmall
governnments, enabling officials of affected small
governnments to have nmeaningful and timely input in the

devel opnent of EPA regul atory proposals with significant
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Federal intergovernnmental mandates, and inform ng,
educating, and advising small governnents on conpliance
with the regulatory requirenents.

Today’s final rule contains no Federal mandate
(under the regulatory provisions of the UVRA) for State,
| ocal, or tribal governnents. The EPA has determ ned
that the final rule does not contain a Federal mandate
that may result in expenditures of $100 mllion or nore
for State, local, and tribal governnments, in the
aggregate, or the private sector of $100 mlIlion or nore
in any 1 year. Thus, the final rule is not subject to
the requirenments of sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA.
The EPA has also determ ned that the final rule contains
no regul atory requirenments that m ght significantly or
uni quely affect small governments. Thus, today’ s final
rule is not subject to the requirenents of section 203 of
t he UMRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)
requi res EPA to devel op an account abl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinmely input by State and | ocal officials
in the devel opment of regulatory policies that have

federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
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inplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have "substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
gover nnent . "

The final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |levels of governnment, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. None of the affected facilities are owned
or operated by State governnments. Thus, Executive Order
13132 does not apply to the final rule.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consul tati on and Coordi nati on

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenber 9,
2000) requires EPA to devel op an accountable process to
ensure "neaningful and tinely input by tribal officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
tribal inplications.”

The final rule does not have tribal inplications, as
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specified in Executive Order 13175. It will not have
substantial direct effects on tribal governments, on the
rel ati onshi p between the Federal government and | ndi an
tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal governnment and
I ndian tribes. No tribal governnents own facilities
subject to the Taconite NESHAP. Thus, Executive Order
13175 does not apply to the final rule.

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health & Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determ ned to be
“econom cally significant,” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action meets both criteria, EPA nust evaluate the
envi ronnental health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children and explain why the planned regul ation
is preferable to other potentially effective and
reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the
Agency.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as appl ying



125
only to those regul atory actions that are based on health
or safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. The final rule is not subject
to Executive Order 13045 because it is based on control
t echnol ogy and not on health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly

Af fect Enerqgy Supply. Distribution, or Use

The final rule is not subject to Executive Order
13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001) because it is not a
significant regulatory action under Executive Order
12866.

| . Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenent Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenent
activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherw se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
mat eri al s specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by

one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
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directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to OVB, with explanations when an agency does not use
avai | abl e and applicable voluntary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards. The
EPA cites the followi ng standards in the final rule: EPA
Met hods 1, 2, 2F, 2G 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 5, and 17.

Consistent with the NTTAA, EPA conducted searches to
identify voluntary consensus standards in addition to

t hese EPA nethods. No applicable voluntary consensus
standards were identified for EPA Methods 2F and 2G, and
none were brought to our attention in coments.

The voluntary consensus standard ASME PTC 19-10-
1981-Part 10, “Flue and Exhaust Gas Analyses,” is cited
in the final rule for its manual nethod for measuring the
oxygen, carbon di oxide, and carbon nonoxi de content of
exhaust gas. This part of ASME PTC 19-10-1981-Part 10 is
an acceptable alternative to Method 3B.

The search for em ssions neasurenent procedures
identified 14 voluntary consensus standards. The EPA
determ ned that 12 of these 14 standards identified for
measuring em ssions of the HAP or surrogates subject to
em ssion standards in the final rule were inpractical

alternatives to EPA test nethods for the purposes of the
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final rule. Therefore, EPA does not intend to adopt
t hese standards for this purpose. The reasons for this
determ nation for the 12 nethods are avail able in the
docket .

Two of the 14 voluntary consensus standards
identified in this search were not available at the tine
the review was conducted for the purposes of the final
rul e because they are under devel opnent by a voluntary
consensus body: ASME/BSR MFC 13M *“Fl ow Measurenment by
Vel ocity Traverse,” for EPA Method 2 (and possibly 1);
and ASME/ BSR MFC 12M “Flow in Closed Conduits Using
Mul ti port Averaging Pitot Primary Flowneters,” for EPA
Met hod 2.

Sections 63.9621 and 63.9622 to 40 CFR part 63,
subpart RRRRR, |ist EPA testing nethods included in the
final rule. Under 8863.7(f) and 63.8(f) of subpart A of
t he General Provisions, a source nmay apply to EPA for
perm ssion to use alternative test nethods or alternative
monitoring requirenents in place of any EPA testing
met hods, performance specifications, or procedures.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq.

as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent Act
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of 1996, generally provides that before a rule my take
effect, the agency pronulgating the rule nust submt a
rule report, which includes a copy of the rule, to each
House of the Congress and to the Conptroller General of
the United States. The EPA will submt a report
containing the final rule and other required information
to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of Representatives,
and the Conptroller General of the United States prior to

publication of the final rule in the Federal Register.

The final rule is not a "nmgjor
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NESHAP for Taconite Iron Ore Processing
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rule" as defined by 5 U S.C. 804(2).
Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Envi ronment al protection, Air pollution control,
Hazar dous substances, Reporting and recordkeeping

requi renents.

Dat ed:

Mari anne Lanont Hori nko,
Acting Adnm nistrator.
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40,
chapter I, part 63 of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as fol | ows:
PART 63- - AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to
read as foll ows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.

2. Part 63 is anended by addi ng subpart RRRRR to
read as follows:
Subpart RRRRR--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants: Taconite Iron Ore Processing
Sec.
What This Subpart Covers
63.9580 \What is the purpose of this subpart?
63.9581 Am | subject to this subpart?
63. 9582 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?
63. 9583 \When do | have to comply with this subpart?

Em ssion Limtations and Wbork Practice Standards

63.9590 \What emi ssion limtations nust | neet?
63.9591 \What work practice standards nust | neet?

Operation and Mai ntenance Requirenents

63. 9600 \What are ny operation and mai nt enance
requirenents?

General Conpliance Requirenents

63.9610 \What are my general requirenments for conplying
with this subpart?
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63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

9620

9621

9622

9623

9624

9625
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Conpl i ance Requirenents

On which units and by what date nust | conduct
performance tests or other initial conpliance
denonstrati ons?

What test nethods and ot her procedures nust |
use to denonstrate initial conpliance with the
em ssion limts for particulate matter?

VWhat procedures nmust | use to establish and
denonstrate initial conpliance with the
operating limts?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
em ssion limtations that apply to ne?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
wor k practice standards that apply to me?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
operation and mai nt enance requirements that
apply to me?

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

9630

9631

9632

9633

9634

9635

9636

9637

When nmust | conduct subsequent perfornmance
tests?

What are nmy nonitoring requirenments?

VWhat are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenments for ny nonitoring

equi pnent ?

How do | nonitor and collect data to denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the em ssion limtations that apply to nme?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the work practice standards that apply to ne?
How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
t he operati on and mai ntenance requirenments that
apply to me?

VWhat ot her requirenments nust | neet to
denonstrate continuous conpliance?

Noti fications, Reports, and Records

63.
63.
63.
63.

9640
9641
9642
9643

What notifications nust | submt and when?
What reports nmust | submt and when?

What records nust | keep?

I n what form and how | ong nust | keep ny
records?
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Ot her Requirements and | nformation

63. 9650 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

63.9651 \Who inplenents and enforces this subpart?

63. 9652 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Tabl es to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63
Table 1 to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63 - Emi ssion Limts
Table 2 to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63 - Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63

What This Subpart Covers

863. 9580 What is the purpose of this subpart?

Thi s subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for taconite iron
ore processing. This subpart also establishes
requi renents to denonstrate initial and conti nuous
conpliance with all applicable em ssion [imtations
(em ssion limts and operating limts), work practice
st andards, and operation and mai ntenance requirenments in
this subpart.

863.9581 Am | subject to this subpart?

You are subject to this subpart if you own or
operate a taconite iron ore processing plant that is (or
is part of) a major source of hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) em ssions on the first conpliance date that applies
to you. Your taconite iron ore processing plant is a

maj or source of HAP if it emts or has the potential to
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emt any single HAP at a rate of 10 tons or nore per year
or any conbination of HAP at a rate of 25 tons or nore
per year.

863.9582 What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each new and exi sting
af fected source at your taconite iron ore processing
pl ant .

(b) The affected sources are each new or existing
ore crushing and handling operation, ore dryer,

i ndurating furnace, and finished pellet handling
operation at your taconite iron ore processing plant, as
defined in 863.9652.

(c) This subpart covers em ssions from ore crushing
and handling em ssion units, ore dryer stacks, indurating
furnace stacks, finished pellet handling em ssion units,
and fugitive dust em ssions.

(d) An ore crushing and handling operation, ore
dryer, indurating furnace, or finished pellet handling
operation at your taconite iron ore processing plant is
existing if you commenced construction or reconstruction
of the affected source before Decenber 18, 2002.

(e) An ore crushing and handling operation, ore

dryer, indurating furnace, or finished pellet handling
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operation at your taconite iron ore processing plant is
new i f you comence construction or reconstruction of the
affected source on or after Decenber 18, 2002. An
affected source is reconstructed if it nmeets the
definition of reconstruction in 863. 2.

8§63.9583 When do | have to comply with this subpart?

(a) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with each em ssion limtation, work practice
standard, and operation and mai ntenance requirenment in
this subpart that applies to you no |ater than [|NSERT
DATE 3 YEARS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI' S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(b) If you have a new affected source and its
initial startup date is on or before [INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER],
you nmust conply with each em ssion limtation, work
practice standard, and operation and nai nt enance
requirenent in this subpart that applies to you by
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) If you have a new affected source and its
initial startup date is after [|INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust
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conply with each em ssion limtation, work practice
st andard, and operation and mai ntenance requirenment in
this subpart that applies to you upon initial startup.

(d) If your taconite iron ore processing plant is
an area source that becones a major source of HAP, the
conpliance dates in paragraphs (d)(1) and (2) of this
section apply to you.

(1) Any portion of the taconite iron ore processing
pl ant that is a new affected source or a new
reconstructed source nmust be in conpliance with this
subpart upon startup.

(2) Al other parts of the taconite iron ore
processi ng plant nust be in conpliance with this subpart
no later than 3 years after the plant becomes a mmjor
sour ce.

(e) You nust neet the notification and schedul e
requi renments in 863.9640. Several of these notifications
must be submitted before the conpliance date for your
af fected source.

Em ssion Limtations and Work Practice Standards

863.9590 What emission limtations must | neet?

(a) You nust neet each emssion limt in Table 1 to

this subpart that applies to you.
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(b) You nmust neet each operating limt for contro
devi ces in paragraphs (b)(1) through (5) of this section
that applies to you.

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (b)(2) of this
section, for each wet scrubber applied to neet any
particul ate matter emssion limt in Table 1 to this
subpart, you nust maintain the daily average pressure
drop and daily average scrubber water flow rate at or
above the m nimum | evel s established during the initial
perfornmance test.

(2) For each dynam c wet scrubber applied to neet
any particulate matter emission limt in Table 1 to this
subpart, you nmust maintain the daily average scrubber
water flow rate and either the daily average fan anperage
(a surrogate for fan speed as revol utions per mnute) or
the daily average pressure drop at or above the m ni num
| evel s established during the initial performance test.

(3) For each dry electrostatic precipitator applied
to nmeet any particulate matter emssion limt in Table 1
to this subpart, you nust neet the operating limts in
paragraph (b)(3)(i) or (ii) of this subpart.

(i) Maintain the 6-m nute average opacity of

em ssions exiting the control device stack at or bel ow
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the |l evel established during the initial performance
test.

(ii) Maintain the daily average secondary voltage
and daily average secondary current for each field at or
above the m nimum | evel s established during the initial
perfornmance test.

(4) For each wet electrostatic precipitator applied
to neet any particulate matter em ssion limt in Table 1
to this subpart, you nust neet the operating limts in
par agraphs (b)(4)(i) through (iii) of this subpart.

(i) Maintain the daily average secondary voltage
for each field at or above the m ninum | evels established
during the initial performance test.

(ii) Maintain the daily average stack outl et
tenperature at or below the maxi num | evel s establi shed
during the initial performance test.

(ii1) Maintain the daily average water flow rate at
or above the m ninmum | evels established during the
initial performance test.

(5) If you use any air pollution control device
ot her than a baghouse, wet scrubber, dynam c scrubber,
dry electrostatic precipitator, or wet electrostatic

precipitator, you nust submt a site-specific nmonitoring
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pl an in accordance with 863.9631(f).

(c) You may petition the Adm nistrator for approval
of alternatives to the nonitoring requirenents in
863.9590(b) (1) through (4) as all owed under 863.8(f) and
as defined in 863.90.

863.9591 What work practice standards nust | neet?

(a) You nust prepare, and at all tinmes operate
according to, a fugitive dust em ssions control plan that
describes in detail the neasures that will be put in
pl ace to control fugitive dust em ssions fromthe
| ocations listed in paragraphs (a)(1l) through (6) of this
section.

(1) Stockpiles (includes, but is not limted to,
st ockpil es of uncrushed ore, crushed ore, or finished
pel |l ets);

(2) Material transfer points;

(3) Plant roadways;

(4) Tailings basin;

(5) Pellet |oading areas; and

(6) Yard areas.

(b) A copy of your fugitive dust em ssions control
pl an nmust be submtted for approval to the Adm nistrator

on or before the applicable conpliance date for the
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affected source as specified in 863.9583. The
requi renment for the plant to operate according to the
fugitive dust em ssions control plan nmust be incorporated
by reference in the operating permt for the plant that
is issued by the designated permtting authority under 40
CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71

(c) You can use an existing fugitive dust em ssions
control plan provided it neets the requirenments in
paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) The plan satisfies the requirenents of
paragraph (a) of this section.

(2) The plan describes the current nmeasures to
control fugitive dust em ssion sources.

(3) The plan has been approved as part of a State
i npl ementation plan or title V permt.

(d) You nust maintain a current copy of the
fugitive dust em ssions control plan onsite, and it nust
be avail able for inspection upon request. You nmust keep
the plan for the |life of the affected source or until the
af fected source is no | onger subject to the requirenents
of this subpart.

Oper ati on and Mi ntenance Requirenents

863. 9600 What are ny operation and nnintenance
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requirenents?

(a) As required by 863.6(e)(1)(i), you nust always
operate and maintain your affected source, including air
pol lution control and nonitoring equi pnment, in a manner
consistent with good air pollution control practices for
m nimzing em ssions at |least to the |levels required by
this subpart.

(b) You nust prepare, and at all tinmes operate
according to, a witten operation and mai ntenance pl an
for each control device applied to neet any particul ate
matter emssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart and to
nmeet the requirement of each indurating furnace subject
to good conbustion practices (GCP). Each site-specific
operation and mai nt enance plan nmust be submtted to the
Adm nistrator on or before the conpliance date that is
specified in 863.9583 for your affected source. The plan
you submt nust explain why the chosen practices (i.e.,
gquantified objectives) are effective in perform ng
corrective actions or GCP in mnimzing the formation of
f or mal dehyde (and ot her products of inconplete
conmbustion). The Adm nistrator will review the adequacy
of the site-specific practices and objectives you wll

follow and the records you will keep to denobnstrate
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conpliance with your Plan. [If the Adm nistrator
determ nes that any portion of your operation and
mai nt enance plan is not adequate, we can reject those
portions of the plan, and request that you provide
addi tional information addressing the rel evant issues.
In the interimof this process, you will continue to
follow your current site-specific practices and
obj ectives, as submitted, until your revisions are
accepted as adequate by the Adm nistrator. You nust
mai ntain a current copy of the operation and nai ntenance
plan onsite, and it nust be available for inspection upon
request. You nust keep the plan for the life of the
affected source or until the affected source is no | onger
subject to the requirenments of this subpart. Each
operation and mai ntenance plan nmust address the el enents
i n paragraphs (b)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Preventative maintenance for each contro
devi ce, including a preventative maintenance schedul e
that is consistent wwth the manufacturer’s instructions
for routine and | ong-term nmai nt enance.

(2) Corrective action procedures for bag |eak
detection systenms. |In the event a bag | eak detection

systemalarmis triggered, you nust initiate corrective
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action to determ ne the cause of the alarmw thin 1 hour
of the alarm initiate corrective action to correct the
cause of the problemw thin 24 hours of the alarm and
conplete the corrective action as soon as practicabl e.
Corrective actions may include, but are not limted to,
the actions listed in paragraphs (b)(2)(i) through (vi)
of this section.

(i) Inspecting the baghouse for air |eaks, torn or
br oken bags or filter media, or any other condition that
may cause an increase in em ssions.

(i1) Sealing off defective bags or filter nedia.

(ii1) Replacing defective bags or filter nedia or
ot herwi se repairing the control device.

(iv) Sealing off a defective baghouse conpartnment.

(v) Cleaning the bag | eak detection system probe,
or otherw se repairing the bag | eak detection system

(vi) Adjusting the process operation producing the
particul ate em ssi ons.

(3) Corrective action procedures for continuous
paranmeter nmonitoring systems (CPMS) for all air pollution
control devices except for baghouses. 1In the event you
exceed an established operating limt for an air

pol l uti on control device except for a baghouse, you nust
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initiate corrective action to determ ne the cause of the
operating limt exceedance and conplete the corrective
action within 10 cal endar days. The corrective action
procedures you take nust be consistent with the
installation, operation, and mai ntenance procedures
listed in your site-specific CPMS nonitoring plan in
accordance with 863.9632(b).

(4) Good conbustion practices for indurating
furnaces. You nust identify and inplenment a set of site-
specific GCP for each type of indurating furnace at your
plant. These GCP should correspond to your standard
operating procedures for maintaining the proper and
efficient conmbustion within each indurating furnace.
Good conbustion practices include, but are not limted
to, the elenents listed in paragraphs (b)(4)(i) through
(v) of this section.

(i) Proper operating conditions for each indurating
furnace (e.g., mninmum conbustion tenperature, nmaxi mum
carbon nonoxi de concentration in the furnace exhaust
gases, burner alignnent, or proper fuel-air
di stribution/m xing).

(i1) Routine inspection and preventative

mai nt enance and correspondi ng schedul es of each
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i ndurating furnace.

(ii1) Performance anal yses of each indurating
furnace.

(iv) Keeping applicable operator | ogs.

(v) Keeping applicable records to docunent
conpliance with each el enent.

CGeneral Conpliance Requirenents

863. 9610 What are nv general requirenents for conplyving

with this subpart?

(a) You nust be in conpliance with the requirenments
i n paragraphs (a)(1l) through (6) in this section at al
times, except during periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function. The terns startup, shutdown, and
mal function are defined in 863. 2.

(1) The emssion |limtations in 863.9590.

(2) The work practice standards in 863.9591.

(3) The operation and nai ntenance requirenents in
§63. 9600.

(4) The notification requirenments in 863.9640.

(5) The reporting requirenents in 863.9641.

(6) The recordkeeping requirenents in 863.9642.

(b) During the period between the conpliance date

specified for your affected source in 863.9583 and the
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dat e upon which continuous nonitoring systens have been
installed and certified and any applicabl e operating
limts have been set, you nust maintain a |log detailing
t he operation and mai ntenance of the process and
em ssions control equipnent. This includes the daily
nmoni tori ng and recordkeeping of air pollution control
devi ce operating paraneters as specified in 863.9590(hb).
(c) You nust develop and inplenment a witten
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan according to the
provisions in 863.6(e)(3).
Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863.9620 On which units and by what date nust | conduct

performance tests or other initial conpliance

denonstrati ons?

(a) For each ore crushing and handling affected
source, you nmust denonstrate initial conpliance with the
emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart by conducti ng
an initial performance test for particulate matter as
specified in paragraphs (a)(1l) and (2) of this section.

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this
section, an initial performnce test nust be performed on
all stacks associated with ore crushing and handli ng.

(2) Initial performance tests nust be conpleted no
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| ater than 180 cal endar days after the conpliance date
specified in 863.9583. Performance tests conducted
bet ween [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] and no | ater than 180 days after
t he correspondi ng conpliance date can be used for initial
conpliance denonstration, provided the tests neet the
initial performance testing requirenents of this subpart.
(b) For each indurating furnace affected source,
you nmust denonstrate initial conpliance with the em ssion
l[limts in Table 1 to this subpart by conducting an
initial performance test for particulate matter as
specified in paragraphs (b)(1l) and (2) of this section.
(1) An initial performance test nust be perfornmed

on all stacks associated with each indurating furnace.

(2) Initial performance tests nmust be conpleted no
| ater than 180 cal endar days after the conpliance date
specified in 863.9583. Performance tests conducted
bet ween [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] and no | ater than 180 days after
t he correspondi ng conpliance date can be used for initial
conpliance denonstration, provided the tests neet the

initial performance testing requirenents of this subpart.
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For indurating furnaces with nultiple stacks, the
performance tests for all stacks nust be conpleted within
a reasonable period of tinme, such that the indurating
furnace operating characteristics remain representative
for the duration of the stack tests.

(c) For each finished pellet handling affected
source, you must denonstrate initial conpliance with the
emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart by conducti ng
an initial performance test for particulate matter as
specified in paragraphs (c)(1l) and (2) of this section.

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this
section, an initial performance test nmust be perfornmed on
all stacks associated with finished pellet handling.

(2) Initial performance tests nmust be conpleted no
| ater than 180 cal endar days after the conpliance date
specified in 863.9583. Performance tests conducted
bet ween [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] and no | ater than 180 days after
t he correspondi ng conpliance date can be used for initial
conpliance denonstration, provided the tests neet the
initial conpliance testing requirenents of this subpart.

(d) For each ore dryer affected source, you nust

denonstrate initial conpliance with the emssion limts
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in Table 1 to this subpart by conducting an initial
performance test for particulate matter as specified in
paragraphs (d)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) An initial performance test nust be perfornmed
on all stacks associated with each ore dryer.

(2) Initial performance tests nmust be conpleted no
| ater than 180 cal endar days after the conpliance date
specified in 863.9583. Performance tests conducted
bet ween [| NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] and no | ater than 180 days after
t he correspondi ng conpliance date can be used for initial
conpliance denonstration, provided the tests neet the
initial conpliance testing requirenents of this subpart.
For ore dryers with multiple stacks, the performance
tests for all stacks nmust be conpleted within a
reasonabl e period of tinme, such that the ore dryer
operating characteristics remain representative for the
duration of the stack tests.

(e) For ore crushing and handling affected sources
and finished pellet handling affected sources, in lieu of
conducting initial performance tests for particul ate
matter on all stacks, you may elect to group a maxi num of

six simlar em ssion units together and conduct an
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initial conpliance test on one representative em ssion
unit within each group of simlar em ssion units. The
determ nation of whether em ssion units are simlar nust
nmeet the criteria in paragraph (f) of this section. |If
you decide to test representative em ssion units, you
must prepare and submt a testing plan as described in
paragraph (g) of this section.

(f) If you elect to test representative em ssion
units as provided in paragraph (e) of this section, the
units that are grouped together as simlar units nust
meet the criteria in paragraphs (f)(1) through (3) of
this section.

(1) Al emssion units within a group nust be of
the same process type (e.g., primary crushers, secondary
crushers, tertiary crushers, fine crushers, ore
conveyors, ore bins, ore screens, grate feed, pellet
| oadout, hearth | ayer, cooling stacks, pellet conveyor,
and pellet screens). You cannot group enm ssion units
fromdifferent process types together for the purposes of
this section.

(2) Al emssion units within a group nust al so
have the same type of air pollution control device (e.g.,

wet scrubbers, dynam c wet scrubbers, rotoclones,
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mul ticlones, wet and dry el ectrostatic precipitators, and
baghouses). You cannot group em ssion units wth
different air pollution control device types together for
t he purposes of this section.

(3) The site-specific operating limts established
for the em ssion unit selected as representative of a
group of simlar emssion units will be used as the
operating limt for each em ssion unit within the group.
The operating limt established for the representative
unit nmust be net by each em ssion unit within the group

(g) If you plan to conduct initial perfornmance
tests on representative em ssion units within an ore
crushing and handling affected source or a finished
pel l et handling affected source, you nust submt a
testing plan for initial performance tests. This testing
pl an nmust be submtted to the Adm nistrator or del egated
authority no |ater than 90 days prior to the first
scheduled initial performance test. The testing plan
must contain the information specified in paragraphs
(g) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Alist of all emssion units. This |ist nust
clearly identify all em ssion units that have been

grouped together as simlar em ssion units. Wthin each
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group of em ssion units, you nust identify the em ssion
unit that will be the representative unit for that group
and subject to initial performance testing.

(2) A list of the process type and type of air
pol l ution control device on each em ssion unit.

(3) A schedule indicating when you will conduct an
initial performance test for particulate matter for each
representative em ssion unit.

(h) For each work practice standard and operation
and mai ntenance requi rement that applies to you where
initial conpliance is not denonstrated using a
performance test, you nust denonstrate initial conpliance
within 30 cal endar days after the conpliance date that is
specified for your affected source in 863.9583.

(i) If you comenced construction or reconstruction
of an affected source between Decenber 18, 2002 and
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], you must denpnstrate initial
conpliance with either the proposed emssion limt or the
promul gated em ssion limt no later than [|I NSERT DATE 180
CALENDAR DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] or no later than 180

cal endar days after startup of the source, whichever is
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| ater, according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

(j) If you comrenced construction or reconstruction
of an affected source between Decenber 18, 2002 and
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], and you chose to conply with the
proposed em ssion |imt when denonstrating initial
conpl i ance, you nmust conduct a second perfornmance test to
denonstrate conpliance with the pronul gated emn ssion
limt by [INSERT DATE 3 YEARS AND 180 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER
THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL
REG STER], or after startup of the source, whichever is
| ater, according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

863. 9621 What test methods and ot her procedures nust |

use to denpnstrate initial conmpliance with the em sSion

limts for particulate matter?

(a) You nust conduct each perfornmance test that
applies to your affected source according to the
requi rements in 863.7(e)(1) and paragraphs (b) and (c) of
this section.

(b) For each ore crushing and handling affected
source and each finished pellet handling affected source,
you nust determ ne conpliance with the applicable

em ssion |imt for particulate matter in Table 1 to this
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subpart by following the test nmethods and procedures in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Except as provided in 863.9620(e), determ ne
the concentration of particulate matter in the stack gas
for each em ssion unit according to the test nmethods in
appendi x A to part 60 of this chapter. The applicable
test nmethods are listed in paragraphs (b)(1)(i) through
(v) of this section.

(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port
| ocations and the nunmber of traverse points. Sanpling
ports nmust be |ocated at the outlet of the control device
and prior to any releases to the atnosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G as
applicable, to determ ne the volunmetric flow rate of the
stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
nmol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the noisture content of
t he stack gas.

(v) Method 5, 5D, or 17 to determ ne the
concentration of particulate matter

(2) Each Method 5, 5D, or 17 performance test mnust

consi st of three separate runs. Each run nust be
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conducted for a mnimum of 2 hours. The average
particul ate matter concentration fromthe three runs wll
be used to determ ne conpliance, as shown in Equation 1

of this section.

c c c
1 2 3
c, 3 (Eq. 1)
Wher e:
C = Average particulate matter concentration for
em ssion unit, grains per dry standard cubic foot,
(gr/dscf);
C, = Particulate matter concentration for run 1
corresponding to em ssion unit, gr/dscf;
C, = Particulate matter concentration for run 2

corresponding to em ssion unit, gr/dscf; and
C, = Particulate matter concentration for run 3
corresponding to em ssion unit, gr/dscf.

(3) For each ore crushing and handling affected
source and each finished pellet handling affected source,
you nmust determ ne the flow wei ghted mean concentration
of particulate matter em ssions fromall em ssion units
in each affected source follow ng the procedure in
paragraph (b)(3)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) If an initial performance test is conducted on

all em ssion units within an affected source, cal cul ate

the fl ow wei ghted nmean concentration of particul ate



c 11 (Eq. 2)

matter em ssions fromthe affected source using Equation

2 of this section.

VWher e:

C, = Flowweighted mean concentration of particul ate
matter for all em ssion units within affected
source, (gr/dscf);

C = Average particulate matter concentration neasured
during the performance test fromem ssion unit “i
in affected source, as determ ned using Equation 1
of this section, gr/dscf;

Q = Average volunetric flow rate of stack gas neasured
during the performance test fromem ssion unit “i
in affected source, dscf/hr; and

n = Nunber of em ssion units in affected source.

(iit) If you are grouping simlar em ssion units
t ogether in accordance with 863.9620(e), you nust foll ow
t he procedures in paragraphs (b)(3)(ii)(A) through (C) of

this section.
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(A) Assign the average particulate matter
concentration neasured fromthe representative unit, as
determ ned from Equation 1 of this section, to each
em ssion unit within the corresponding group of simlar
units.

(B) Establish the maxi num operating volunmetric flow
rate of exhaust gas from each em ssion unit within each
group of simlar units.

(C) Using the data from paragraphs (b)(3)(ii) (A
and (B) of this section, calculate the flow weighted nean
concentration of particulate matter em ssions fromthe

af fected source using Equation 3 of this section.

12:1' % Qh)

L9

k 1

c (Eq. 3)

VWher e:

)
I

FI ow- wei ght ed mean concentration of particul ate
matter for all em ssion units within affected
source, gr/dscf;

C. = Average particulate matter concentration neasured
during the performance test fromthe representative
em ssion unit in group “k” of affected source “a,”
as determ ned using Equation 1 of this section,
gr/dscf;
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Q. = Sum of the maxi num operating volumetric flow rates
of stack gas fromall simlar em ssion units within
group “k” of affected source, dscf/hr; and
m = Number of simlar em ssion unit groups in affected
sour ce.

(c) For each ore dryer affected source and each
i ndurating furnace affected source, you nust determ ne
conpliance with the applicable emssion |[imt for
particulate matter in Table 1 to this subpart by
following the test methods and procedures in paragraphs
(c)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Determne the concentration of particulate
matter for each stack according to the test methods in 40
CFR part 60, appendix A. The applicable test nethods are
listed in paragraphs (c)(1)(i) through (v) of this
section.

(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port
| ocati ons and the nunmber of traverse points. Sanpling
ports must be |ocated at the outlet of the control device
and prior to any releases to the atnosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G as
applicable, to determ ne the volunmetric flow rate of the
stack gas.

(iii1) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry

nmol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.
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(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the noisture content of
the stack gas.

(v) Method 5, 5D, or 17 to determ ne the
concentration of particulate matter

(2) Each Method 5, 5D, or 17 performance test nust
consi st of three separate runs. Each run nust be
conducted for a mninmum of 2 hours. The average
particul ate matter concentration fromthe three runs wll
be used to determ ne conpliance, as shown in Equation 1
of this section.

(3) For each ore dryer and each indurating furnace
with nultiple stacks, calculate the flow weighted nean
concentration of particulate matter em ssions using

Equation 4 of this section.

3 1
C, (Eq. 4)
n
3 1 Qh

VWher e:

G = Flowweighted nean concentration of particul ate
matter for all stacks associated with affected
source, gr/dscf;

G = Average particulate matter concentration measured

during the performance test fromstack “j” in
af fected source, as determ ned using Equation 1 of
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this section, gr/dscf;

Q = Average volunetric flow rate of stack gas neasured
during the performance test fromstack “j” in
af fected source, dscf/hr;

n = Nunmber of stacks associated with affected source.

863. 9622 \What test nmethods and other procedures nust |

use to establish and denpnstrate initial conpliance with

the operating limts?

(a) For wet scrubbers subject to perfornmance
testing in 863.9620 and operating limts for pressure
drop and scrubber water flow rate in 863.9590(b)(1), you
must establish site-specific operating limts according
to the procedures in paragraphs (a)(1) through (3) of
this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.9631(b), neasure
and record the pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate
every 15 m nutes during each run of the particulate
matter performance test.

(2) Calculate and record the average pressure drop
and scrubber water flow rate for each individual test
run. Your operating limts are established as the | owest
average pressure drop and the | owest average scrubber
water flow rate corresponding to any of the three test
runs.

(3) If a rod-deck venturi scrubber is applied to an
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i ndurating furnace to neet any particulate matter
emssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart, you may
establish a | ower average pressure drop operating limt
by using historical average pressure drop data from a
certified performance test conpleted on or after Decenber
18, 2002 instead of using the average pressure drop val ue
determ ned during the initial performnce test, as
specified in paragraph (a)(2) of this section. |If
hi storical average pressure drop data are used to
establish an operating Iimt (i.e., using data froma
certified performance test conducted prior to the
promul gation date of the final rule), then the average
particul ate matter concentration corresponding to the
hi storical perfornmance test nust be at or bel ow the
applicable indurating furnace emssion limt, as |isted
in Table 1 to this subpart.

(b) For dynam c wet scrubbers subject to
performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limts for
scrubber water flow rate and either fan anperage or
pressure drop in 863.9590(b)(2), you nust establish site-
specific operating limts according to the procedures in
par agraphs (b) (1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.9631(b), neasure
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and record the scrubber water flow rate and either the
fan anmperage or pressure drop every 15 m nutes during
each run of the particulate matter performance test.

(2) Calculate and record the average scrubber water
flow rate and either the average fan anperage or average
pressure drop for each individual test run. Your
operating limts are established as the | owest average
scrubber water flow rate and either the | owest average
fan anperage or pressure drop value corresponding to any
of the three test runs.

(c) For a dry electrostatic precipitator subject to
performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limts in
863. 9590(b)(3), you nust establish a site-specific
operating limt according to the procedures in paragraphs
(c)(1) or (2) of this section.

(1) If the operating limt for your dry
el ectrostatic precipitator is a 6-m nute average opacity
of em ssions value, then you nust follow the requirenents
i n paragraphs (c)(1)(i) through (iii) of this section.

(i) Using the continuous opacity nonitoring system
(COMS) required in 863.9631(d) (1), nmeasure and record the
opacity of em ssions from each control device stack

during the particul ate matter performance test.
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(ii) Conpute and record the 6-m nute opacity
averages from 24 or nore data points equally spaced over
each 6-m nute period (e.g., at 15-second intervals)
during the test runs.

(ii1) Using the opacity neasurenments froma
performance test that neets the em ssion limt, determ ne
t he opacity value corresponding to the 99 percent upper
confidence | evel of a normal distribution of the 6-m nute
opacity averages.

(2) If the operating limt for your dry
el ectrostatic precipitator is the daily average secondary
vol tage and daily average secondary current for each
field, then you nmust follow the requirenments in
paragraphs (c)(2)(i) and (ii) of this section.

(i) Using the CPMS required in 863.9631(d)(2),
measure and record the secondary voltage and secondary
current for each dry electrostatic precipitator field
every 15 m nutes during each run of the particulate
matter performance test.

(ii) Calculate and record the average secondary
vol tage and secondary current for each dry electrostatic
precipitator field for each individual test run. Your

operating limts are established as the | owest average
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secondary vol tage and secondary current value for each
dry electrostatic precipitator field corresponding to any
of the three test runs.

(d) For a wet electrostatic precipitator subject to
performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limt in
863.9590(b) (4), you nust establish a site-specific
operating limt according to the procedures in paragraphs
(d)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.9631(e), neasure
and record the paranetric values in paragraphs (d)(1)(i)
through (iii) of this section for each wet electrostatic
precipitator field every 15 m nutes during each run of
the particulate matter performance test.

(i) Secondary voltage;

(i1) Water flow rate; and

(iii) Stack outlet tenperature.

(2) For each individual test run, calcul ate and
record the average val ue for each operating paranmeter in
paragraphs (d)(1)(i) through (iii) of this section for
each wet electrostatic precipitator field. Your
operating limts are established as the | owest average
val ue for each operating paranmeter corresponding to any

of the three test runs.



164

(e) If you use an air pollution control device
ot her than a wet scrubber, dynam c wet scrubber, dry
el ectrostatic precipitator, wet electrostatic
precipitator, or baghouse, and it is subject to
performance testing in 863.9620, you nust submt a site-
specific monitoring plan in accordance with 863.9631(f).
The site-specific nonitoring plan nust include the site-
specific procedures for denonstrating initial and
continuous conpliance with the correspondi ng operating
[imts.

(f) You may change the operating limts for any air
pol lution control device as |ong as you neet the
requi renments in paragraphs (f)(1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) Submt a witten notification to the
Adm ni strator of your request to conduct a new
performance test to revise the operating limt.

(2) Conduct a performance test to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable em ssion limtation in
Table 1 to this subpart.

(3) Establish revised operating limts according to
t he applicable procedures in paragraphs (a) through (e)

of this section.
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863. 9623 How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with

the emission limtations that apply to ne?

(a) For each affected source subject to an em ssion
l[imt in Table 1 to this subpart, you nust denonstrate
initial conpliance by neeting the em ssion limt
requi renments in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) For ore crushing and handling, the
f1 ow wei ght ed nean concentration of particulate matter,
determ ned according to the procedures in 8863.9620(a)
and 63.9621(b), must not exceed the emssion |limts in
Table 1 to this subpart.

(2) For indurating furnaces, the flow wei ghted nean
concentration of particulate matter, determ ned according
to the procedures in 8863.9620(b) and 63.9621(c), nust
not exceed the em ssion |imts in Table 1 to this
subpart.

(3) For finished pellet handling, the flow wei ghted
mean concentration of particulate matter, determ ned
according to the procedures in 8863.9620(c) and
63.9621(b), must not exceed the emssion |imts in Table
1 to this subpart.

(4) For ore dryers, the fl ow wei ghted nean
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concentration of particulate matter, determ ned according
to the procedures in 8863.9620(d) and 63.9621(c), mnust
not exceed the emssion |imts in Table 1 to this
subpart.

(b) For each affected source subject to an em ssion
limt in Table 1 to this subpart, you nust denonstrate
initial conpliance by neeting the operating limt
requi renments in paragraphs (b)(1) through (5) of this
section.

(1) For each wet scrubber subject to perfornmance
testing in 863.9620 and operating limts for pressure
drop and scrubber water flow rate in 863.9590(b)(1), you
have established appropriate site-specific operating
limts and have a record of the pressure drop and
scrubber water flow rate nmeasured during the perfornmance
test in accordance with 863.9622(a).

(2) For each dynam c wet scrubber subject to
performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limts for
scrubber water flow rate and either fan anperage or
pressure drop in 863.9590(b)(2), you have established
appropriate site-specific operating limts and have a
record of the scrubber water flow rate and either the fan

anperage or pressure drop val ue, neasured during the
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performance test in accordance with 863.9622(b).

(3) For each dry electrostatic precipitator subject
to performance testing in 863.9620 and one of the
operating limts in 863.9590(b)(3), you nust neet the
requi renments in paragraph (b)(3)(i) or (ii) of this
section.

(i) If you are subject to the operating limt for
opacity in 863.9590(b)(3)(i), you have established
appropriate site-specific operating limts and have a
record of the opacity nmeasured during the performance
test in accordance with 863.9622(c)(1).

(ii) If you are subject to the operating limt for
secondary vol tage and secondary current in
863.9590(b)(3)(ii), you have established appropriate
site-specific operating limts and have a record of the
secondary voltage and secondary current measured during
the performance test in accordance with 863.9622(c)(2).

(4) For each wet electrostatic precipitator subject
to performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limts
for secondary voltage, water flow rate, and stack outl et
tenperature in 863.9590(b)(4), you have established
appropriate site-specific operating limts and have a

record of the secondary voltage, water flow rate, and
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stack outlet tenperature neasured during the perfornmance
test in accordance with 863.9622(d).

(5) For other air pollution control devices subject
to performance testing in 863.9620 and operating limts
in accordance with 863.9590(b)(5), you have submtted a
Site-specific nonitoring plan in accordance with
863. 9631(f) and have a record of the site-specific
operating limts as neasured during the perfornmance test
in accordance with 863.9622(e).

(c) For each em ssion |imtation and operating
limt that applies to you, you nust submt a notification
of conpliance status according to 863.9640(e).

863.9624 How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with

the work practice standards that apply to ne?

You nmust denonstrate initial conpliance with the
wor k practice standards by neeting the requirenents in
paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section.

(a) You nust prepare a fugitive dust em ssions
control plan in accordance with the requirenents in
§63. 9591.

(b) You nmust submt to the Adm nistrator the
fugitive dust em ssions control plan in accordance with

the requirenments in 863.9591.
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(c) You nust inplenent each control practice
according to the procedures specified in your fugitive
dust em ssions control plan.

863.9625 How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with

t he operation and nmi nt enance requirenments that apply to

me?

For each air pollution control device subject to
operating limts in 863.9590(b), you have denonstrated
initial conpliance if you neet all of the requirenments in
par agraphs (a) through (d) of this section.

(a) You have prepared the operation and nai nt enance
plan for air pollution control devices in accordance with
863. 9600( b) .

(b) You have operated each air pollution contro
device according to the procedures in the operation and
mai nt enance pl an.

(c) You have submtted a notification of conpliance
status according to the requirenments in 863.9640(e).

(d) You have prepared a site-specific nonitoring
pl an in accordance with 863.9632(b).

Cont i nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863. 9630 When nust | conduct subsequent perfornance

tests?
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(a) You nmust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests
to denonstrate continued conpliance with the ore crushing
and handling emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart
according to the schedul e devel oped by your permtting
authority and shown in your title V permt. If atitle V
permt has not been issued, you nust submt a testing
pl an and schedul e, containing the informati on specified
in paragraph (e) of this section, to the permtting
authority for approval.

(b) You nust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests
on all stacks associated with indurating furnaces to
denonstrate continued conpliance with the indurating
furnace emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart
according to the schedul e devel oped by your permtting
authority and shown in your title V permt, but no |ess
frequent than tw ce per 5-year permt term |If atitle V
permt has not been issued, you nust submt a testing
pl an and schedul e, containing the information specified
in paragraph (e) of this section, to the permtting
authority for approval. For indurating furnaces with
mul ti ple stacks, the performance tests for all stacks
associated with that indurating furnace nust be conducted

within a reasonable period of tine, such that the
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i ndurating furnace operating characteristics remin
representative for the duration of the stack tests.

(c) You nmust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests
to denonstrate continued conpliance with the finished
pell et handling emssion limts in Table 1 to this
subpart according to the schedul e devel oped by your
permtting authority and shown in your title V permt.
If atitle V permit has not been issued, you nmust submt
a testing plan and schedul e, containing the information
specified in paragraph (e) of this section, to the
permtting authority for approval.

(d) You nust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests
on all stacks associated with ore dryers to denonstrate
continued conpliance with the ore dryer emssion linmts
in Table 1 to this subpart according to the schedul e
devel oped by your permtting authority and shown in your
title Vpermt. |If atitle V permt has not been issued,
you nmust submt a testing plan and schedul e, containing
the informati on specified in paragraph (e) of this
section, to the permtting authority for approval. For
ore dryers with multiple stacks, the perfornmance tests
for all stacks associated with an ore dryer nust be

conducted within a reasonabl e period of tinme, such that
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the ore dryer operating characteristics remin
representative for the duration of the stack tests.

(e) If your plant does not have a title V permt,
you nmust submt a testing plan for subsequent performance
tests as required in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this
section. This testing plan nmust be submtted to the
Adm nistrator on or before the conpliance date that is
specified in 863.9583. The testing plan nust contain the
information specified in paragraphs (e)(1) and (2) of
this section. You nmust mamintain a current copy of the
testing plan onsite, and it nust be avail able for
i nspecti on upon request. You nust keep the plan for the
life of the affected source or until the affected source
is no | onger subject to the requirenents of this subpart.

(1) Alist of all em ssion units.

(2) A schedul e indicating when you will conduct
subsequent performance tests for particulate matter for
each of the em ssion units.

863.9631 What are nyv npbnitoring requirenents?

(a) For each baghouse applied to neet any
particulate matter em ssion |limt in Table 1 to this
subpart, you nust install, operate, and naintain a bag

| eak detection systemto nonitor the relative change in
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particul ate matter | oadings according to the requirenents
in 863.9632(a), and conduct inspections at their
specified frequencies according to the requirenents in
par agraphs (a)(1) through (8) of this section.

(1) Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse
cell each day to ensure pressure drop is within the
nor mal operating range.

(2) Confirmthat dust is being renoved from hoppers
t hrough weekly visual inspections or other neans of
ensuring the proper functioning of renoval mechani sns.

(3) Check the conpressed air supply of pul se-jet
baghouses each day.

(4) Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper
operation using an appropriate nmethodol ogy.

(5) Check bag cleaning nechanisnms for proper
functioning through nonthly visual inspections or
equi val ent neans.

(6) Make nmonthly visual checks of bag tension on
reverse air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure that bags
are not kinked (kneed or bent) or lying on their sides.
You do not have to make this check for shaker-type
baghouses that have self-tensioning (spring-I|oaded)

devi ces.
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(7) Confirmthe physical integrity of the baghouse
t hrough quarterly visual inspections of the baghouse
interior for air |eaks.

(8) Inspect fans for wear, material buil dup, and
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, vibration
detectors, or equival ent neans.

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this
section, for each wet scrubber subject to the operating
limts for pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate in
8§63.9590(b) (1), you nust install, operate, and maintain a
CPMS according to the requirenents in 863.9632(b) through
(e) and nmonitor the daily average pressure drop and daily
average scrubber water flow rate according to the
requi rements in 863.9633.

(c) For each dynam c wet scrubber subject to the
scrubber water flow rate and either the fan anperage or
pressure drop operating limts in 863.9590(b)(2), you
must install, operate, and maintain a CPMS according to
the requirenents in 863.9632(b) through (e) and nonitor
the daily average scrubber water flow rate and either the
daily average fan anperage or the daily average pressure
drop according to the requirenents in 863. 9633.

(d) For each dry electrostatic precipitator subject
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to the operating limts in 863.9590(b)(3), you nust
follow the nmonitoring requirements in paragraph (d) (1) or
(2) of this section.

(1) If the operating limt you choose to nonitor is
the 6-m nute average opacity of em ssions in accordance
with 863.9590(b)(3)(i), you must install, operate, and
mai ntain a COMS according to the requirenents in
863.9632(f) and nmonitor the 6-m nute average opacity of
em ssions exiting each control device stack according to
the requirenments in 863. 9633.

(2) If the operating limt you choose to nonitor is
average secondary voltage and average secondary current
for each dry electrostatic precipitator field in
accordance with 863.9590(b)(3)(ii), you nust install,
operate, and maintain a CPMS according to the
requi renments in 863.9632(b) through (e) and nonitor the
daily average secondary voltage and daily average
secondary current according to the requirenments in
863. 9633.

(e) For each wet electrostatic precipitator subject
to the operating limts in 863.9590(b)(4), you nust
install, operate, and maintain a CPMS according to the

requirenents in 863.9632(b) through (e) and nmonitor the
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daily average secondary voltage, daily average stack
outl et tenperature, and daily average water flow rate
according to the requirenents in 863. 9633.

(f) If you use any air pollution control device
ot her than a baghouse, wet scrubber, dry electrostatic
precipitator, or wet electrostatic precipitator, you nust
submt a site-specific nonitoring plan that includes the
information in paragraphs (f)(1) through (4) of this
section. The nonitoring plan is subject to approval by
the Adm nistrator. You nmust maintain a current copy of
the nonitoring plan onsite, and it nmust be avail able for
i nspecti on upon request. You nust keep the plan for the
l[ife of the affected source or until the affected source
is no | onger subject to the requirenents of this subpart.

(1) A description of the device.

(2) Test results collected in accordance with
863. 9621 verifying the performance of the device for
reduci ng em ssions of particulate nmatter to the
at nosphere to the levels required by this subpart.

(3) A copy of the operation and nai ntenance pl an
required in 863.9600(Db).

(4) Appropriate operating paranmeters that will be

monitored to maintain continuous conpliance with the
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applicable em ssion limtation(s).

863.9632 \What are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenents for ny nmonitoring equi pment?

(a) For each negative pressure baghouse or positive
pressure baghouse equi pped with a stack, applied to neet
any particulate emssion limt in Table 1 to this
subpart, you nust install, operate, and maintain a bag
| eak detection system according to the requirenents in
paragraphs (a)(1) through (7) of this section.

(1) The system nmust be certified by the
manuf acturer to be capable of detecting em ssions of
particul ate matter at concentrations of 10 mlligrans per
actual cubic nmeter (0.0044 grains per actual cubic foot)
or |ess.

(2) The system nmust provide output of relative
changes in particul ate matter | oadi ngs.

(3) The system nust be equi pped with an al armthat
wi |l sound when an increase in relative particul ate
| oadings is detected over the alarmlevel set point
est abl i shed according to paragraph (a)(4) of this
section. The alarm nmust be |ocated such that it can be
heard by the appropriate plant personnel.

(4) For each bag | eak detection system you nust
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devel op and submt to the Adm nistrator for approval, a
Site-specific nonitoring plan that addresses the itens
identified in paragraphs (a)(4)(i) through (v) of this
section. For each bag | eak detection systemthat
operates based on the triboelectric effect, the
monitoring plan shall be consistent with the
recommendati ons contained in the U S. Environnmental
Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) gui dance docunment, “Fabric
Filter Bag Leak Detection Guidance” (EPA-454/R-98-015).
Thi s docunent is available on the EPA’s Technol ogy
Transfer Network at

http://ww. epa.gov/ttn/enc/cemtribo. pdf (Adobe Acrobat

version) or http://ww.epa.gov/ttn/enc/cemtribo.wnd

(WordPerfect version). You nust operate and naintain the
bag | eak detection system according to the site-specific
monitoring plan at all times. The plan shall describe
all of the items in paragraphs (a)(4)(i) through (v) of
this section.
(i) Installation of the bag | eak detection system
(iit) Initial and periodic adjustnment of the bag
| eak detection systemincluding how the al arm set-poi nt
will be established.

(ii1) Operation of the bag | eak detection system
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i ncluding quality assurance procedures.

(iv) How the bag | eak detection systemw ||l be
mai nt ai ned i ncluding a routine maintenance schedul e and
spare parts inventory list.

(v) How the bag | eak detection system out put shal
be recorded and stored.

(5) To nmake the initial adjustment of the system
establish the baseline output by adjusting the
sensitivity (range) and the averagi ng period of the
device. Then, establish the alarm set points and the
alarmdelay time (if applicable).

(6) Following initial adjustnent, do not adjust
averagi ng period, alarmset point, or alarmdelay tine,
wi t hout approval fromthe Adm nistrator except as
provided for in paragraph (a)(6)(i) of this section.

(i) Once per quarter, you may adjust the
sensitivity of the bag | eak detection systemto account
for seasonal effects, including tenperature and hum dity,
according to the procedures identified in the site-
specific nmonitoring plan required under paragraph (a)(4)
of this section.

(7) MWhere nultiple detectors are required, the

system s instrunmentation and al arm nmay be shared anpng
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det ect ors.

(8) The bag | eak detector sensor nust be installed
downstream of the baghouse and upstream of any wet
scrubber.

(b) For each CPMS required in 863.9631, you nust
devel op and nmake avail abl e for inspection upon request by
the permtting authority a site-specific nonitoring plan
t hat addresses the requirenments in paragraphs (b) (1)

t hrough (7) of this section.

(1) Installation of the CPMS sanpling probe or
other interface at a nmeasurenent |ocation relative to
each affected em ssion unit such that the nmeasurenent is
representative of control of the exhaust em ssions (e.g.,
on or downstream of the |ast control device).

(2) Performance and equi pnent specifications for
the sanple interface, the paranetric signal analyzer, and
the data collection and reduction system

(3) Performance eval uation procedures and
acceptance criteria (e.g., calibrations).

(4) Ongoing operation and mai ntenance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenments of 863.8(c)(1),
(3), (4(ii), (7), and (8).

(5) Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in
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accordance with the general requirements of 863.8(d).

(6) Ongoing recordkeepi ng and reporting procedures
in accordance with the general requirenents of 863.10(c),
(e)(1), and (e)(2)(i).

(7) Corrective action procedures that you w ||
follow in the event an air pollution control device,
except for a baghouse, exceeds an established operating
[imt as required in 863.9600(b)(3).

(c) Unless otherw se specified, each CPMS nust neet
the requirenments in paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) Each CPMS nust conplete a mninum of one cycle
of operation for each successive 15-m nute period and
must have valid data for at |east 95 percent of every
dai ly averagi ng peri od.

(2) Each CPMS nust determ ne and record the daily
average of all recorded readings.

(d) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each CPMS in accordance with your site-specific
nmoni tori ng pl an.

(e) You nmust operate and maintain the CPMS in
conti nuous operation according to the site-specific

nmoni tori ng pl an.
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(f) For each dry electrostatic precipitator subject
to the opacity operating limt in 863.9590(b)(3)(i), you
must install, operate, and maintain each COMS accordi ng
to the requirenents in paragraphs (f)(1) through (4) of
this section.

(1) You nust install each COMS and conduct a
performance eval uation of each COMS according to 863.8
and Performance Specification 1 in appendix B to 40 CFR
part 60.

(2) You nust devel op and inplenment a quality
control program for operating and mai ntaining each COVS
according to 863.8. At a mnimm the quality control
program nust include a daily calibration drift
assessnment, quarterly performance audit, and annual zero
al i gnnment of each COVS.

(3) You nust operate and mai ntain each COMS
according to 863.8(e) and your quality control program
You nust also identify periods the COVMS is out of
control, including any periods that the COMS fails to
pass a daily calibration drift assessment, quarterly
performance audit, or annual zero alignnment audit.

(4) You nust determne and record the 6-m nute

average opacity for periods during which the COMS i s not
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out of control.

863.9633 How do | nmonitor and collect data to

denpbnstrate conti nuous conpli ance?

(a) Except for monitoring mal functions, associated
repairs, and required quality assurance or control
activities (including as applicable, calibration checks
and required zero and span adjustnents), you nust nonitor
continuously (or collect data at all required intervals)
at all times an affected source is operating.

(b) You may not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities in data averages and
cal cul ations used to report em ssion or operating |evels,
or to fulfill a mnimmdata availability requirenment.
You nmust use all the data collected during all other
periods in assessing conpliance.

(c) A nmonitoring mal function is any sudden,

i nfrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the
nmonitoring systemto provide valid data. Monitoring
failures that are caused in part by poor naintenance or
carel ess operation are not considered mal functi ons.

863.9634 How do | denpnstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the emission limtations that apply to me?
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(a) For each affected source subject to an em ssion
l[imt in Table 1 to this subpart, you nust denonstrate
continuous conpliance by neeting the requirenents in
par agraphs (b) through (f) of this section.

(b) For ore crushing and handling affected sources
and finished pellet handling affected sources, you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance by neeting the
requi renments in paragraphs (b)(1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) The flow weighted nean concentrati on of
particul ate matter for all ore crushing and handling
em ssion units and for all finished pellet handling
em ssion units nust be maintained at or below the
emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart.

(2) You nust conduct subsequent performance tests
for em ssion units in the ore crushing and handling and
finished pellet handling affected sources follow ng the
schedule in your title V permt. |If atitle V permt has
not been issued, you nust conduct subsequent performance
tests according to a testing plan approved by the
Adm ni strator or del egated authority.

(3) For em ssion units not selected for initial

performance testing and defined within a group of simlar
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em ssion units in accordance with 863.9620(e), you nmnust
cal culate the daily average val ue of each operating
paranmeter for the simlar air pollution control device
applied to each simlar em ssion unit within a defined

group using Equation 1 of this section.

n
P.
p 521 i (Eq. 1)
k
n

VWher e:
P, = Daily average operating paranmeter value for al

em ssion units within group “k”;
P, = Daily average paranmetric nonitoring paraneter val ue

corresponding to em ssion unit “i” within group

“k”; and
n = Total nunber of em ssion units w thin group,

i ncludi ng eni ssion units that have been sel ected
for performance tests and those that have not been
sel ected for performance tests.

(c) For ore dryers and indurating furnaces, you
must denonstrate conti nuous conpliance by neeting the
requi renments in paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) The fl ow weighted nean concentration of
particul ate matter for all stacks fromthe ore dryer or

i ndurating furnace nmust be mmi ntained at or bel ow the

emssion limts in Table 1 to this subpart.
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(2) For ore dryers, you nust conduct subsequent
performance tests follow ng the schedule in your title V
permt. For indurating furnaces, you nust conduct
subsequent performance tests follow ng the schedule in
your title V permt, but no |less frequent than tw ce per
5-year permt term |If atitle V permt has not been
i ssued, you nmust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests
according to a testing plan approved by the Adm nistrator
or del egated authority.

(d) For each baghouse applied to neet any
particul ate emssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart,
you nust denonstrate continuous conpliance by conpleting
the requirenents in paragraphs (d)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) Maintaining records of the tine you initiated
corrective action in the event of a bag | eak detection
system alarm the corrective action(s) taken, and the
date on which corrective action was conpl et ed.

(2) Inspecting and nmaintaining each baghouse
according to the requirenments in 863.9631(a)(1) through
(8) and recording all information needed to docunent
conformance with these requirenents. |f you increase or

decrease the sensitivity of the bag | eak detection system
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beyond the imts specified in your site-specific
nmoni toring plan, you nmust include a copy of the required
witten certification by a responsible official in the
next sem annual conpliance report.

(e) Except as provided in paragraph (f) of this
section, for each wet scrubber subject to the operating
limts for pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate in
8§63.9590(b) (1), you nust denonstrate continuous
conpliance by conpleting the requirenents of paragraphs
(e)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Maintaining the daily average pressure drop and
daily average scrubber water flow rate at or above the
m ni mum | evel s established during the initial or
subsequent performance test.

(2) Operating and mai ntaining each wet scrubber
CPMS according to 863.9632(b) and recordi ng al
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requirenents.

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate according to
863.9632(c) and recording all information needed to
document conformance with these requirenents.

(4) If the daily average pressure drop or daily
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average scrubber water flowrate is below the operating
limts established for a correspondi ng em ssion unit or
group of simlar em ssion units, you nust then follow the
corrective action procedures in paragraph (j) of this
section.

(f) For each dynam c wet scrubber subject to the
operating limts for scrubber water flow rate and either
the fan anperage or pressure drop in 863.9590(b)(2), you
must denonstrate continuous conpliance by conpleting the
requi renents of paragraphs (f)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Maintaining the daily average scrubber water
flow rate and either the daily average fan anperage or
the daily average pressure drop at or above the m ni num
| evel s established during the initial or subsequent
perfornmance test.

(2) Operating and mai ntaining each dynam c wet
scrubber CPMS according to 863.9632(b) and recording all
i nformati on needed to document conformance with these
requirenents.

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
scrubber water flow rate and either fan anperage or

pressure drop according to 863.9632(c) and recording all



189
i nformati on needed to document confornmance with these
requirenents.

(4) If the daily average scrubber water flow rate,
daily average fan anperage, or daily average pressure
drop is below the operating limts established for a
corresponding em ssion unit or group of simlar em ssion
units, you nmust then follow the corrective action
procedures in paragraph (j) of this section.

(g) For each dry electrostatic precipitator subject
to operating limts in 863.9590(b)(3), you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance by conpleting the
requi renments of paragraph (g)(1) or (2) of this section.

(1) If the operating Iimt for your dry
el ectrostatic precipitator is a 6-m nute average opacity
of em ssions value, then you nust follow the requirenments
in paragraphs (g)(21)(i) through (iii) of this section.

(i) Maintaining the 6-m nute average opacity of
em ssions at or below the maxi num | evel established
during the initial or subsequent performance test.

(ii) Operating and mai ntaining each COMS and
reduci ng the COMS data according to 863.9632(f).

(iii) If the 6-m nute average opacity of em ssions

is above the operating limts established for a
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correspondi ng em ssion unit, you nmust then foll ow the
corrective action procedures in paragraph (j) of this
section.

(2) If the operating Iimt for your dry
el ectrostatic precipitator is the daily average secondary
voltage and daily average secondary current for each
field, then you nust follow the requirenments in
par agraphs (g)(2)(i) through (iv) of this section.

(i) Maintaining the daily average secondary voltage
or daily average secondary current for each field at or
above the m nimum | evel s established during the initial
or subsequent performance test.

(i1) Operating and maintaining each dry
el ectrostatic precipitator CPMS according to 863.9632(b)
and recording all informati on needed to docunent
conformance with these requirenents.

(ii1) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
secondary voltage or secondary current for each field
according to 863.9632(c) and recording all information
needed to docunent conformance with these requirenents.

(iv) If the daily average secondary vol tage or
daily average secondary current for each field is bel ow

the operating limts established for a correspondi ng
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em ssion unit, you nust then follow the corrective action
procedures in paragraph (j) of this section.

(h) For each wet electrostatic precipitator subject
to the operating limts for secondary voltage, stack
outlet tenperature, and water flow rate in
8§63.9590(b) (4), you nust denonstrate continuous
conpliance by conpleting the requirenents of paragraphs
(h) (1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Maintaining the daily average secondary
vol tage, daily average secondary current, and daily
average scrubber water flow rate for each field at or
above the m nimum | evel s established during the initial
or subsequent performance test. Mintaining the daily
average stack outlet tenperature at or bel ow t he maxi mum
| evel s established during the initial or subsequent
perfornmance test.

(2) Operating and mai ntaini ng each wet
el ectrostatic precipitator CPMS according to 863.9632(b)
and recording all informati on needed to docunent
conformance with these requirenents.

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
secondary vol tage, stack outlet tenperature, and water

flow rate according to 863.9632(c) and recording all
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i nformation needed to docunment conformance with these
requirenents.

(4) |If the daily average secondary voltage, stack
outl et tenmperature, or water flow rate does not neet the
operating limts established for a correspondi ng em ssion
unit, you nmust then follow the corrective action
procedures in paragraph (j) of this section.

(i) If you use an air pollution control device
ot her than a wet scrubber, dynam c wet scrubber, dry
el ectrostatic precipitator, wet electrostatic
precipitator, or baghouse, you nust submt a site-
specific nmonitoring plan in accordance with 863.9631(f).
The site-specific nonitoring plan nust include the site-
specific procedures for denonstrating initial and
continuous conpliance with the correspondi ng operating
[imts.

(j) If the daily average operating paraneter val ue
for an em ssion unit or group of simlar em ssion units
does not nmeet the correspondi ng established operating
l[imt, you nust then follow the procedures in paragraphs
(j)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) You nust initiate and conplete initial

corrective action within 10 cal endar days and denonstrate
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that the initial corrective action was successful.

During any period of corrective action, you nust continue
to nmonitor and record all required operating paraneters
for equipnent that remains in operation. After 10

cal endar days, nmeasure and record the daily average
operating paraneter value for the em ssion unit or group
of simlar em ssion units on which corrective action was
taken. After the initial corrective action, if the daily
average operating paraneter value for the em ssion unit
or group of simlar em ssion units neets the operating
limt established for the corresponding unit or group,
then the corrective action was successful and the

em ssion unit or group of simlar emssion units is in
conpliance with the established operating limts.

(2) If the initial corrective action required in
paragraph (j)(1) of this section was not successful, then
you must conplete additional corrective action within 10
cal endar days and denonstrate that the subsequent
corrective action was successful. During any period of
corrective action, you nmust continue to nonitor and
record all required operating paraneters for equi pnment
that remains in operation. After the second set of 10

cal endar days allowed to inplenent corrective action, you
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must again nmeasure and record the daily average operating
paramet er value for the em ssion unit or group of simlar
em ssion units. |If the daily average operating paraneter
value for the em ssion unit or group of simlar em ssion
units neets the operating limt established for the
corresponding unit or group, then the corrective action
was successful and the em ssion unit or group of simlar
em ssion units is in conpliance with the established
operating limts.

(3) If the second attenpt at corrective action
required in paragraph (j)(2) of this section was not
successful, then you nust repeat the procedures of
paragraph (j)(2) of this section until the corrective
action is successful. If the third attenpt at corrective
action is unsuccessful, you nust conduct another
performance test in accordance with the procedures in
863.9622(f) and report to the Adm nistrator as a
deviation the third unsuccessful attenmpt at corrective
action.

(4) After the third unsuccessful attenpt at
corrective action, you nust submt to the Adm nistrator
the witten report required in paragraph (j)(3) of this

section within 5 cal endar days after the third
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unsuccessful attenpt at corrective action. This report
must notify the Adm nistrator that a deviation has
occurred and docunent the types of corrective neasures
taken to address the problemthat resulted in the
devi ati on of established operating paraneters and the
resulting operating limts.

863. 9635 How do | denpnstrate continuous conpliance with

the work practice standards that apply to ne?

(a) You nust denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the work practice standard requirenments in 863.9591 by
operating in accordance with your fugitive dust em ssions
control plan at all tines.

(b) You nust maintain a current copy of the
fugitive dust em ssions control plan required in 863.9591
onsite and it nust be available for inspection upon
request. You nust keep the plan for the life of the
affected source or until the affected source is no | onger
subject to the requirenments of this subpart.

863. 9636 How do | denpnstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the operation and nmi nt enance requirenents that apply to

me?
(a) For each control device subject to an operating

l[imt in 863.9590(b), you nust denonstrate continuous
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conpliance with the operation and mai ntenance
requi rements in 863.9600(b) by conpleting the
requi renments of paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Perform ng preventative maintenance for each
control device in accordance with 863.9600(b)(1) and
recording all information needed to docunent confornmance
with these requirenents;

(2) Initiating and conpleting corrective action for
a bag | eak detection systemalarmin accordance with
863. 9600(b) (2) and recording all informati on needed to
document conformance with these requirenents;

(3) Initiating and conpleting corrective action for
a CPMsS when you exceed an established operating limt for
an air pollution control device except for a baghouse in
accordance with 863.9600(b)(3) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requirenents; and

(4) Inplenmenting and mai ntaining site-specific good
conbustion practices for each indurating furnace in
accordance with 863.9600(b)(4) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunent conformance with these

requi renents.
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(b) You nust maintain a current copy of the
operation and mai nt enance plan required in 863.9600(b)
onsite, and it nmust be available for inspection upon
request. You nust keep the plan for the life of the
affected source or until the affected source is no | onger
subject to the requirenments of this subpart.

863. 9637 What other requirenents nmust | neet to

denpnstrate continuous conpliance?

(a) Deviations. You nust report each instance in

whi ch you did not neet each em ssion limtation in Table
1 to this subpart that applies to you. This includes
periods of startup, shutdown, and nmalfunction in
accordance with paragraph (b) of this section. You also
must report each instance in which you did not neet the
wor k practice standards in 863.9591 and each instance in
whi ch you did not neet each operation and nmi ntenance
requi renment in 863.9600 that applies to you. These

i nstances are deviations fromthe em ssion |imtations,
wor k practice standards, and operation and mai ntenance
requirenents in this subpart. These deviations nust be
reported in accordance with the requirenments in 863.9641.

(b) Startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions. During

periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function, you nust
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operate in accordance with your startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan and the requirements in paragraphs
(b)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Consistent with 8863.6(e) and 63.7(e)(1),
devi ations that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or nmal function are not violations if you
denonstrate to the Adm nistrator’s satisfaction that you
were operating in accordance with the startup, shutdown,
and mal function pl an.

(2) The Administrator will determ ne whet her
devi ations that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or nmal function are violations, according to the
provi sions in 863.6(e).

Noti fications, Reports, and Records

863. 9640 What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in
8863. 7(b) and (c), 63.8(f)(4), and 63.9(b) through (h)
that apply to you by the specified dates.

(b) As specified in 863.9(b)(2), if you start up
your affected source before [|I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust
submt your initial notification no |ater than [|NSERT

DATE 120 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF
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THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) As specified in 863.9(b)(3), if you start up
your new affected source on or after [INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER],
you must submt your initial notification no |later than
120 cal endar days after you becone subject to this
subpart.

(d) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, you nust submt a notification of intent to conduct
a performance test at | east 60 cal endar days before the
performance test is scheduled to begin, as required in
863.7(b)(1).

(e) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test or other initial conpliance denonstration, you nust
submt a notification of conpliance status according to
863.9(h)(2)(ii). The initial notification of conpliance
status nmust be submtted by the dates specified in
par agraphs (e)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does not include a performance test, you nust submt the
notification of conpliance status before the close of
busi ness on the 30th cal endar day follow ng conpletion of

the initial conpliance denonstration.
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(2) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does include a performance test, you must submt the
notification of conpliance status, including the
performance test results, before the close of business on
the 60th cal endar day followng the conpletion of the
performance test according to 863.10(d)(2).

863. 9641 What reports nust | subnmt and when?

(a) Conpliance report due dates. Unless the

Adm ni strator has approved a different schedul e, you nust
submt a sem annual conpliance report to your permtting
authority according to the requirenments in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report must cover the
period begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your affected source in 863.9583 and ending on June
30 or Decenber 31, whichever date conmes first after the
conpliance date that is specified for your source in
§63. 9583.

(2) The first conpliance report nmust be postnmarked
or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31,
whi chever date cones first after your first conpliance
report is due.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover
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t he sem annual reporting period from January 1 through
June 30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1
t hr ough Decenber 31.

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31, whichever date conmes first after the end of the
sem annual reporting period.

(5) For each affected source that is subject to
permtting regulations pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40
CFR part 71, and if the permtting authority has
established dates for submtting sem annual reports
pursuant to 40 CFR 70.6 (a)(3)(iii)(A or 40 CFR
71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A, you may submt the first and
subsequent conpliance reports according to the dates the
permtting authority has established instead of according
to the dates in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(b) Conpliance report contents. Each conpliance

report nust include the information in paragraphs (b) (1)
t hrough (3) of this section and, as applicable, in
par agraphs (b)(4) through (8) of this section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official, with the
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official’s nanme, title, and signature, certifying the
truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the content of the
report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates
of the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown, or mal function
during the reporting period and you took actions
consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an, the conpliance report nust include the information
in 863.10(d)(5)(i).

(5) If there were no deviations fromthe continuous
conpliance requirenents in 8863.9634 through 63.9636 that
apply to you, then provide a statenent that there were no
deviations fromthe em ssion |[imtations, work practice
st andards, or operation and mai ntenance requirenents
during the reporting period.

(6) If there were no periods during which a
continuous nmonitoring system (i ncluding a CPMS or COWS)
was out-of-control as specified in 863.8(c)(7), then
provide a statenment that there were no periods during
whi ch a continuous nonitoring system was out-of-control
during the reporting period.

(7) For each deviation froman em ssion |limtation
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in Table 1 to this subpart that occurs at an affected
source where you are not using a continuous nonitoring
system (i ncluding a CPMS or COVS) to conply with an

em ssion limtation in this subpart, the conpliance
report nust contain the information in paragraphs (b) (1)
t hrough (4) of this section and the information in
paragraphs (b)(7)(i) and (ii) of this section. This

i ncludes periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function.

(i) The total operating time of each affected
source during the reporting period.

(i1) Information on the number, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause) as applicabl e,
and the corrective action taken.

(8) For each deviation froman enm ssion |limtation
occurring at an affected source where you are using a
continuous nmonitoring system (i ncluding a CPMS or COWS)
to conply with the em ssion l[imtation in this subpart,
you nust include the information in paragraphs (b)(1)

t hrough (4) of this section and the information in

par agraphs (b)(8)(i) through (xi) of this section. This

i ncludes periods of startup, shutdown, and nmal functi on.
(i) The date and tinme that each nmal function started

and stopped.



204

(i1) The date and time that each continuous
nmonitoring system was i noperative, except for zero (Il ow-
| evel ) and hi gh-level checks.

(iii) The date, time, and duration that each
conti nuous nonitoring system was out-of-control,
including the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(iv) The date and time that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or mal function or during
anot her peri od.

(v) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ation during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tine
during that reporting period.

(vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ati ons during the reporting period including those
that are due to startup, shutdown, control equi pnent
probl ens, process problens, other known causes, and ot her
unknown causes.

(vii) A summary of the total duration of continuous
moni tori ng system downti ne during the reporting period
and the total duration of continuous nonitoring system

downtime as a percent of the total source operating tine
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during the reporting period.

(viii) A brief description of the process units.

(ix) A brief description of the continuous
nmonitoring system

(x) The date of the |atest continuous nonitoring
system certification or audit.

(xi) A description of any changes in continuous
nmonitori ng systems, processes, or controls since the |ast

reporting period.

(c) lLnmmediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction
report. If you had a startup, shutdown, or malfunction

during the sem annual reporting period that was not
consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an, you nust submt an imredi ate startup, shutdown, and
mal function report according to the requirenents in

863. 10(d) (5) (ii).

(d) Part 70 nmonitoring report. If you have

obtained a title V operating permt for an affected
source pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71, you
must report all deviations as defined in this subpart in
t he sem annual nonitoring report required by 40

CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). If

you submt a conpliance report for an affected source
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along with, or as part of, the sem annual nonitoring
report required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40
CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), and the conpliance report
includes all the required information concerning
devi ations fromany em ssion limtation or operation and
mai nt enance requirenment in this subpart, subm ssion of
the conpliance report satisfies any obligation to report
t he sanme deviations in the sem annual nonitoring report.
However, subm ssion of a conpliance report does not
ot herwi se affect any obligation you may have to report
deviations frompermt requirenents for an affected
source to your permtting authority.

(e) Immediate corrective action report. |If you had

three unsuccessful attenpts of applying corrective action
as described in 863.9634(j) on an em ssion unit or group
of em ssion units, then you nmust submt an i mredi ate
corrective action report. Wthin 5 cal endar days after
the third unsuccessful attenpt at corrective action, you
must submt to the Adm nistrator a witten report in
accordance with 863.9634(j)(3) and (4). This report mnust
notify the Adm nistrator that a deviation has occurred
and docunent the types of corrective nmeasures taken to

address the problemthat resulted in the deviation of
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est abl i shed operating paraneters and the resulting
operating limts.

863. 9642 VWhat records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep the records listed in paragraphs
(a)(1l) through (3) of this section.

(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to conmply with this subpart, including all
docunment ati on supporting any initial notification or
notification of conpliance status that you submtted,
according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records in 863.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v)
related to startup, shutdown, and nal function.

(3) Records of performance tests and perfornmance
eval uations as required in 863.10(b)(2)(viii).

(b) For each COMS, you nust keep the records
specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Records described in 863.10(b)(2)(vi) through
(xi).

(2) Monitoring data for COMS during a performance
evaluation as required in 863.6(h)(7)(i) and (ii).

(3) Previous (that is, superceded) versions of the

performance eval uation plan as required in 863.8(d)(3).
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(4) Records of the date and tinme that each
devi ati on started and stopped, and whether the deviation
occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or
mal function or during another peri od.

(c) You nust keep the records required in 8863.9634
t hrough 63.9636 to show continuous conpliance with each
em ssion limtation, work practice standard, and
operation and mai nt enance requirenent that applies to
you.

8§63.9643 I n what form and how | ong nust | keep nv

records?

(a) Your records nust be in a form suitable and
readily avail able for expeditious review, according to
863.10(b) (1).

(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you nust keep
each record for 5 years follow ng the date of each
occurrence, neasurenment, maintenance, corrective action,
report, or record.

(c) You nust keep each record on site for at |east
2 years after the date of each occurrence, nmeasurenent,
mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record
according to 863.10(b)(1). You can keep the records

offsite for the remaining 3 years.
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Ot her Requirements and | nformation

863. 9650 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

me?
Table 2 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.15 apply to you.

863. 9651 \Who inplenents and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the EPA, or a delegated authority such as your State,
| ocal, or tribal agency. |f the EPA Adm nistrator has
del egated authority to your State, local, or triba
agency, then that agency has the authority to inplenment
and enforce this subpart. You should contact your EPA
Regional O fice to find out if this subpart is del egated
to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under subpart E of this part, the authorities
contained in paragraph (c) of this section are retained
by the Adm nistrator of the EPA and are not transferred
to the State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that will not be del egated to
State, local, or tribal agencies are specified in

paragraphs (c)(1) through (4) of this section.
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(1) Approval of non-opacity em ssion limtations
and work practice standards under 863.6(h)(9) and as
defined in 863.90.

(2) Approval of major alternatives to test nethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863.90.

(3) Approval of major alternatives to nonitoring
under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863. 90.

(4) Approval of major alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 863.90.

863. 9652 What definitions apply to this subpart?

Ternms used in this subpart are defined in the Clean
Air Act, in 863.2, and in this section as foll ows.

Affected source neans each new or existing ore

crushing and handl i ng operation, ore dryer, indurating
furnace, or finished pellet handling operation, at your
taconite iron ore processing plant.

Bag | eak detection system nmeans a systemthat is

capabl e of continuously nonitoring relative particul ate
matter (dust) loadings in the exhaust of a baghouse to
det ect bag | eaks and ot her upset conditions. A bag |eak
detection systemincludes, but is not limted to, an

i nstrunent that operates on triboelectric, |ight

scattering, light transmttance, or other effect to
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continuously nonitor relative particulate matter
| oadi ngs.

Conveyor belt transfer point means a point in the

conveyi ng operation where the taconite ore or taconite
pellets are transferred to or froma conveyor belt,
except where the taconite ore or taconite pellets are
being transferred to a bin or stockpile.

Crusher nmeans a machine used to crush taconite ore
and includes feeders or conveyors located i medi ately
bel ow t he crushing surfaces. Crushers include, but are
not limted to, gyratory crushers and cone crushers.

Devi ati on neans any instance in which an affected
source subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart, including but not limted to
any em ssion limtation (including operating limts) or
operation and mai nt enance requirenent;

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirement in this
subpart and that is included in the operating permt for
any affected source required to obtain such a permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any emission limtation in this
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subpart during startup, shutdown, or nmal functi on,
regardl ess of whether or not such failure is permtted by
this subpart.

Dynanmi ¢ wet scrubber neans an air em ssions control

device which utilizes a nechanically powered fan to cause
contact between the process exhaust gas stream and the
scrubbing liquid which are introduced concurrently into

the fan inlet.

Emi ssion limtation means any em ssion limt,

opacity limt, or operating limt.

Fi ni shed pell et handling neans the transfer of fired

taconite pellets fromthe indurating furnace to the
finished pellet stockpiles at the plant. Finished pellet
handl i ng i ncludes, but is not limted to, furnace

di scharge or grate discharge, and finished pellet
screening, transfer, and storage. The atnospheric pellet
cool er vent stack and gravity conveyor gallery vents

desi gned to renove heat and water vapor fromthe
structure are not included as a part of the finished

pell et handling affected source.

Fugi ti ve dust em ssion source neans a stationary

source fromwhich particles are discharged to the

at nosphere due to wi nd or nechanical inducenment such as
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vehicle traffic. Fugitive dust sources include, but are

not limted to:

(1) Stockpiles (includes, but is not limted to,
stockpil es of uncrushed ore, crushed ore, or finished

pel |l ets);
(2) Material transfer points;
(3) Plant roadways;
(4) Tailings basins;
(5) Pellet |oading areas; and
(6) Yard areas.

Grate feed neans the transfer of unfired taconite

pellets fromthe pelletizer into the indurating furnace.

Grate kiln indurating furnace nmeans a furnace system

that consists of a traveling grate, a rotary kiln, and an
annul ar cooler. The grate kiln indurating furnace begins
at the point where the grate feed conveyor discharges the
green balls onto the furnace traveling grate and ends
where the hardened pellets exit the cooler. The

at nospheric pellet cooler vent stack is not included as

part of the grate kiln indurating furnace.

| ndurating means the process whereby unfired
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taconite pellets, called green balls, are hardened at
hi gh tenperature in an indurating furnace. Types of
i ndurating furnaces include straight grate indurating

furnaces and grate kiln indurating furnaces.

O e crushing and handling nmeans the process whereby

dry taconite ore is crushed and screened. Ore crushing
and handling includes, but is not limted to, all dry
crushing operations (e.g., primry, secondary, and
tertiary crushing), dry ore conveyance and transfer
points, dry ore classification and screening, dry ore
storage and stockpiling, dry mlling, dry cobbing (i.e.,
dry magnetic separation), and the grate feed. Oe
crushing and handling specifically excludes any
operations where the dry crushed ore is saturated with

wat er, such as wet mlling and wet magnetic separation.

Ore dryer neans a rotary dryer that repeatedly
tunbl es wet taconite ore concentrate through a heated air
streamto reduce the amount of entrained noisture in the

taconite ore concentrate.

Pell et cooler vent stacks nmeans atnospheric vents in

the cooler section of the grate kiln indurating furnace
t hat exhaust cooling air that is not returned for

recuperation. Pellet cooler vent stacks are not to be
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confused with the cool er discharge stack, which is in the

pel l et | oadout or dunping area.

Pel l et | oading area neans that portion of a taconite

iron ore processing plant where taconite pellets are

| oaded into trucks or railcars.

Responsi bl e official means responsible official as

defined in 863. 2.

Rod-deck venturi scrubber means a wet scrubber

em ssion control device in which the inlet air flows
t hrough a bed of parallel nmetal pipes spaced apart to

produce a series of parallel venturi throats.

Screen neans a device for separating materi al
according to size by passing undersize material through
one or nore nmesh surfaces (screens) in series and
retaining oversize material on the mesh surfaces

(screens).

Storage bin means a facility for storage (including
surge bins and hoppers) of taconite ore or taconite

pellets prior to further processing or |oading.

Straight grate indurating furnace neans a furnace

system that consists of a traveling grate that carries

the taconite pellets through different furnace
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tenperature zones. In the straight grate indurating
furnace a layer of fired pellets, called the hearth
| ayer, is placed on the traveling grate prior to the
addition of unfired pellets. The straight grate
i ndurating furnace begins at the point where the grate
feed conveyor discharges the green balls onto the furnace
traveling grate and ends where the hardened pellets drop

off of the traveling grate.

Taconite iron ore processing nmeans the separation

and concentration of iron ore fromtaconite, a | ow grade

iron ore, to produce taconite pellets.

Taconite ore neans a lowgrade iron ore suitable for

concentration of magnetite or hematite by fine grinding
and magnetic or flotation treatnent, from which pellets

containing iron can be produced.

Tailings basin neans a natural or artificial

i npoundnent in which gangue or other refuse materi al
resulting fromthe washing, concentration or treatnent of

ground taconite iron ore is confined.

Wet grinding and mlling neans the process whereby

wet taconite ore is finely ground using rod and/or bal

mlls.
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Tabl es to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63
Table 1 to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63 - Emi ssion Limts

As required in 863.9590(a), you nust conply with

each applicable emssion limt in the follow ng table:

I'T your and the then you nmust conply wth
af fected af fected t he fl ow wei ghted nmean
source is... source is concentration of particul ate

categorized matter discharged to the

as ... at nosphere fromthe affected
source, as determ ned using

t he procedures in
863.9621(b), such that you
nmust not exceed. ..

0. 008 grains per dry
Ore crushing standard cubic foot
and handl i ng Exi sti ng (gr/dscf).
em ssi on
units

New 0. 005 gr/ dscf.

St rai ght
grate

i ndurating Exi sti ng 0.01 gr/dscf.

furnace
processi ng

magnetite New 0. 006 gr/dscf.

Gate kiln

i ndur ati ng
f ur nace Exi sti ng 0.01 gr/dscf.

processi ng
magnetite New 0. 006 gr/dscf.

Gate kiln

i ndur ati ng
f ur nace Exi sti ng 0.03 gr/dscf.

processi ng
hematite New 0.018 gr/dscf.




218

Fi ni shed
pel | et S
handl i ng Exi sti ng 0. 008 gr/dscf.
em ssion
units New 0. 005 gr/dscf.
Exi stin 0. 052 gr/dscf.
Ore dryer New d =

0. 025 gr/dscf.

Table 2 to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63 - Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart RRRRR of Part 63

As required in 863.9650, you nust conmply with the

requi renents of the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR
part

63, subpart A) shown in the follow ng table:

Citation Subj ect Appl i es Expl anati on
to
Subpart
RRRRR
§63. 1 Applicability Yes
863. 2 Definitions Yes
863. 3 Units and Yes
Abbr evi ati ons
863. 4 Prohi bi t ed Yes
Activities
863. 5 Construction/ Yes
Reconstruction
§863.6(a)-(9) Conpl i ance Yes
wi th Standards
and

Mai nt enance
Requi rement s
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863. 6( h) Conpl i ance No Subpart RRRRR
with Opacity does not
and Visible contain
Em ssi on (VE) opacity and VE
St andar ds st andar ds.
863.6(i), (j) Ext ensi on of Yes
Conpl i ance and
Presi denti al
Conpl i ance
Ext ensi on
863.7(a)(1)-(2) Applicability No Subpart RRRRR
and specifies
Per f or mance per f or mance
Test Dates t est
applicability
and dates.
863. 7(a)(3), Per f or mance Yes
) Testi ng
(b)-(h) Requi renment s
863.8(a)(1)- Moni t ori ng Yes Cont i nuous
(a)(3), (b), Requi renment s noni t ori ng
(c)(1)-(3), system ( CMS)
(c)(5)-(8), requirenments
(d),(e), in 863.8(c)(5)
(f)(1)-(5), and (6) apply
() (D -4 only to COMS
for dry
el ectrostatic
preci pitators.
§63.8(a)(4) Addi ti onal No Subpart RRRRR
Moni t ori ng does not
Requi rement s require
for Control flares.
Devices in
8§63. 11
§863.8(c)(4) Cont i nuous No Subpart RRRRR
Moni t ori ng specifies
System requi rements

Requi rement s

for operation
of CMS.




§63. 8(f) (6)
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Rel ative
Accuracy Test
Al ternative

( RATA)

No

Subpart RRRRR
does not
require

conti nuous

em ssi on

nmoni tori ng
syst ens.

§63.8(9)(5)

Dat a Reducti on

No

Subpart RRRRR
specifies data
reduction
requi rements.

§63. 9

Notification
Requi renment s

Yes

Addi t i onal
notifications
for CMS in
§63.9(g) apply
to COMS for
dry

el ectrostatic
preci pitators.

§63. 10(a),
(b)(1)-

(2) (xii),
(b) (2) (xiv),

(b)(3),(c)(1)-

(6),(c)(9)-

(15), (d)(1)-
(2), (d)(4)-
(5), (e), (f)

Recor dkeepi ng
and Reporting
Requi rement s

Yes

Addi ti onal
records for
CMS in

863. 10(c)

(1)-(6),(9)-
(15), and
reports in
863.10(d) (1) -
(2) apply only
to COMS for
dry

el ectrostatic
preci pitators.

§63. 10(b) ( 2)

(xiii)

CMS Records
f or RATA
Al ternative

No

Subpart RRRRR
doesn’ t
require

conti nuous

em ssi on
nmoni t ori ng
systens
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863.10(c) (7)- Records of No Subpart RRRRR
(8) Excess specifies
Em ssi ons and record
Par amet er requi rements
Moni t ori ng
Exceedances
for CMS
§63.10(d) (3) Reporti ng No Subpart RRRRR
opacity or VE does not have
observati ons opacity and VE
st andar ds
§63. 11 Control Device No Subpart RRRRR
Requi renment s does not
require
flares.
§63. 12 State Yes
Aut hority and
Del egati ons
§63. 13- 863. 15 Addr esses, Yes

| ncor poration
by Reference,
Avai l ability
of Information



